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JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO 

THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. BURLESON, from the· Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on April 4, 1962, pre.: 
sent to the President, for his approval, 
bills of the House of the following titles: 

H.J. Res. 441. Joint resolution to commem
orate the 75th anniversary of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 3 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.) , 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, April 9, 1962, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1906. A letter from the Administrator, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, trans
mitting a draft of a proposed bill entitled 
"A bill to authorize the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator to provide additional 
assistance for the development of compre
hensive and coordinated mass transportation 
systems in metropolitan and other urban 
areas, and for other purposes"; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

1907. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the review of the management and 
disposition of acquired properties as admin
istered by the Federal Housing Administra
tion (FHA), Housing and Home Finance 
Agency; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calep.dar, as follows: · 

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 10786. A bill to establish 
standards for hours of work and overtime 
pay. of laborers and mechanics employed on 
work done under contract for, or with the 
financial aid of,' the United States, for any 
territory, or for the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes; without amendmen,t 
(Rept. No. 1553). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. · 

Mr. POWELL: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 10946. A bill to amend the 
prevailing wage section of the Davis-Bacon 
Act, as amended; and related sections of the 
Federal Airport Act, as amended; and the 
National Housing Act, as amended; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1554). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOT!': Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 589. Resolution for consideration 
of H.R. 10788, a bill to amend section 204 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1956; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1555). Referred to the House 
Calendar . .___ 

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 590. Resolution for consideration 
of H.R. 1159, a bill to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, in order to eliminate the 6-
percent differential applying to certain bids 
of Pacific coast shipbuilders; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1556), Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H.R. 11131. A bill to authorize certain con

struction at military installations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H.R.11132. A bill to terminate the author

ity of supplemental air carriers; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign -Commerce. 

By Mr. DURNO: 
H.R. 11133. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to terminate the authority to sus
pend the marking requirements with respect 
to sawed lumber and timber, certain poles 
of wood, and bundles of shingles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRANT: 
H.R. 11134 A bill to provide a right of 

ingress and egress across national forest 
lands to all persons owning property with
in the boundaries of such national forests, 
and for other ,purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Mrs. HANSEN: 
H.R. 11135. A bill to require the establish

ment of an appeals procedure in matters re
lated to the sale of timber from national 
forests, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 11136. A bill to amend section 22 of 
the act of August 24, 1935, as amended ( 49 
Stat. 773, 7 U.S.C. 624) to require the Secre
tary of Agriculture to include lumber and 
wood products as an agricultural commodity 
under the act; to the Committee on Agri
cultu_!'e. 

H.R. 11137. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to require the marking of lumber 
and wood products to indicate to the ulti
mate purchaser in the United States the 
name of the country of origin; to the Com
mittee on Ways 1:1,nd Means. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 11138. A bill to amend section 4142 

(relating to the definition of radio and tele
vision components) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MOOREHEAD of Ohio: 
H.R. 11139. A bill to provide for the medi

cal and hospital care of the aged through a 
system of voluntary health insurance, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NORBLAD: 
H.R. 11140. A bill to amend the National 

Housing Act to provide that only lumber 
and other wood products which have been 
produced in the United States may be used 
in construction or rehabilitation covered by 
FHA-insured mortgages; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 
H.R. 11141. A bill to amend title 10, Unit

ed States Code, in order to improve the ad
ministration of justice and discipline in the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama: 
H.R. 11142. A bill to amend sections 1612 

and 1613 of title 38, United States Code, to 
provi~e that where a veteran eligible for ed
ucational benefits on account of Korean con
fllct service has reentered military service, 
such service shall not be counted as part of 
the periods within which his education must 
be begun and completed; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: 
H.R. 11143. A bill to amend section 142 of 

title 28, United States Code, witn regard to 
furnishing court quarters and accommoda
tions at places where regular terms of court 
are authorized to be held, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr .. ST. GERMAIN: 
H.R l_lf44. · A bill authorizing the modifi

cation of the project for flood protection ori 
Blackstone, Mill, and Peters Rivers, in Woon
socket, R.I.; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY (by request): 
H.R. 11145. A bill to repeal subsection (a) 

of section 8 . of the Public Buildings Act of 
1959, limiting the area in the District of 
Co~umbia within which sites for public 
buildings may-be acquired; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

H.R. 11146. A bill to provide an office 
building for the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER· 
H.R. 11147. A bill relating to certain fa

cilities and improvements of the United 
States and the rights of the United States 
in and to certain real property situated in 
Oakland, Calif.; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. ALGER: 
H. Res. 588. Resolution amending the 

Rules of the House of Representatives relat
ing to the appointment of professional and 
clerical staffs of the committees of the 
House; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland: 
H. Res. 591. It has been the commercial 

policy of the United States to recognize ap
pellations of origin applicable to foreign and 
domestic products, etc.; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII memo
rials were presented and ref~rred as 
follows: 

By Mr. WALLHAUSER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of New Jersey me
morializing Congress to appropriate the 
funds necessary. to implement the Federal 
Flood Insurance Act of 1956; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. . 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Massachusetts, me
morializing the President a:nd the Congress 
of the United States to enact legislation 
granting certain pensions to veterans of 
World War I; to the Committee on Veterans• 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
. Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. JOELSON: 
H.R. 11148. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 

Dobrich; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MOORE: 

H.R. 11149. A bill for the relief of Franklin 
D. Wagner; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: 
H.R. 11150. A bill for the relief of John 

_ Korakis; to the Committee on th~ Judiciary. 

•• .. ... •• 
SENATE 

THURSDAY, APRIL 5, 1962 
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m .. 

and was called to order by the Honor
able LEE METCALF. a Senator from the 
State of Montana. -
· R~v. Frederick Brown Harris. D.D.,

1

of
fered the following prayer: 

Most merciful God, who knowest our 
necessity before we ask, and our igno
ranoe. limitations. and fallibility in ·ask
ing, have compassion, we beseech l'hee, 
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upon our infirmity; strengthen us in 
all noble impulses; and daily increase in 
us the spirit of wisdom and understand
ing, the spirit of counsel, knowledge, 
and true godliness. Dowered with privi
leges and with the stewardship of power 
as no other Nation, may our high estate 
be to us Thy summons to protect the 

· weak and exploited, that through the 
potent ministry of this Republic of free
men, all peoples of the earth may be 
blessed. 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., April 5, 1962. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint ·Hon. LEE METCALF, a Senator 
from the State of Montana, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

CARL HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. METCALF thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

On r~quest oJ Mr. MAN.SFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, April 4, 1962, was dispensed with . . 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS . 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on April 4, 1962, the President had 
approved and signed the following joi'nt 
resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 152. Joint resolution to provide 
for the reappointment of Dr. Caryl P. Has
kins as Citizen Regent of the Board of 
ltegents of the Smithsonian Institution; and 

S.J. Res. 153. Joint resolution to provide 
for the reappointment of Dr. Crawford H. 
Greenewal t as Citizen Regent of the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonia~ Institution. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

_ A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R.11027. An act to amend the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
and 

· R.R. 11038. An act making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1962, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by . the Acting President · pro 
tempore: · 

S. 270. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jeliza 
Prendic Milenovic; and· 

S. 1934. An act for the relief of Mrs. Chow 
Chui Ha. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were each read 

twice by their titles and ref erred as 
indicated: 

R.R. 11027. An act to amend the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

R.R. 11038. An act _making supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 3!), · 19(?2, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee _on Appropriations. 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the morning hour were ordered limited 
to 3 minutes. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. DIRKSEN, and by 
unanimous consent, the following com
mittees and subcommittees were author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today: 

The Antitrust and Monopoly Subcom
mittee of the Judiciary Committee. 

The Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations of the Committee on ·Gov
ernment Operations. 

The Public Health Subcommittee of 
the District of Columbia Committee. 
· The Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

The Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Commerce and the Committee on Fi
nance were authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate today. 
· On request of Mr. SPARKMAN, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Constitutional Rights of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MA~SFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the _quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection; it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
. ETC. . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore laid before the Senate the follow
i:Qg communication and letters, which 
were ref erred as indicated: · 
PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION To 

PAY · CLAIMS AND JUDGMENTS RENDERED 
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES (S. Doc. No. 
84) . . 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation to pay claims 

and judgments rendered against the United 
States in the amount of $1,065,929 (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 
PLANS FOR WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT IN 

CALIFORNIA, MISSOURI, COLORADO, TENNES
SEE, AND GEORGIA 
A letter from the Acting Director, Bureau 

of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi
dent, transmitting, pursuant to law, plans 
for works of improvement on San Gabriel 
River, western area, California; South Fork 
Blackwater River, Mo.; Indian Wash, Colo.; 
Mulberry Creek, Tenn.; and Rocky Comfort 
Creek, Ga. (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

REPORT OF FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY 

A letter from the Administrator, Federal 
Aviation Agency, Washington, D.C., transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report of that 
Agency for the period January 1 through 
June 30, 1961 (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Commerce. 
REPORT ON ACTIVITIES UNDER FEDERAL 

PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
ACT OF 1949 
A letter from the Secretary of State trans

mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that 
Department on its activities under the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tions. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF TRACKED VEHICLES AT 

FORT BRAGG, N .C. 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a secret report on the review .of 
tracked vehicles at Fort Bragg, N .C. (with 
an accompanying report); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF MANAGEMENT AND DIS

POSITION OF ACQUIRED PROPERTIES, HOUSING 
AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

' - . 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on the review of manage
ment and disposition of acquired properties, · 
Federal Housing Administration, Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, March 1961 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations. · 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF SELECTED ACTIVITIES OF 

Low-RENT HOUSING PROGRAM IN THE NINE
STATE AREA ADMINISTERED BY THE SAN 
FRANCISCO REGIONAL OFFICE, HousiNG AND 
HOME FINANCE AGENCY 
A letter from the Comptroller General · of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the review of selected ac
tivities of the low-rent housing program in 
the nine-State area administered by the San 
Francisco regional office, Public Housing Ad
ministration, Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, dated March 1962 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 
REPORT ON REVIEW OF FINANCIAL AND ADMIN

ISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES RELATING TO DEVELOP
MENT AND CONSTRUCTION OF DULLES INTER
NATIONAL AIRPORT 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the review of financial and 
administrative activities relating to the de
velopment and construction of the Dulles 
International Airport, Federal Aviation 
Agency, September 1961 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 
REPORT ON . REVIEW OF GOVERNMENT HOUSING 

RENTAL RATES AT Los ALA~OS, N. MEX., 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on the review of Government 
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housing rental rates at Los Alamos, N. Mex., 
Atomic Energy Commi_ssion, September 
1961 {with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Opera• 
tions. 
PLANS FOR WORKS OF IMPROVEMENT IN NORTH 
. DAKOTA AND ARIZONA 

A letter from the Acting Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Pres
ident, transmitting, pursuant to law, plans 
for works of improvement on the north 
branch of Forest River (supplemental), 
North Dakota, and Florence area, Arizona 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 
LIMITATION OF AREA IN THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA WITHIN WHICH SITES FOR PUBLIC 
Bun.DINGS MAY BE ACQUIRED 
A letter from the Acting Administrator, 

General Services Administration, Washing• 
ton, D.C., transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to repeal subsection (a) of sec
tion 8 of the Public Buildings Act of 1959, 
limiting the area in the District of Colum
bia within which sites for public buildings 
may be acquired (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the Council of the 
City of New York, favoring the enactment of 
House bill 4222, to provide medical care for 
the aged, financed through increased social 
security taxes; to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Arizona Inter
state Stream Commission, Phoenix, Ariz., re
la ting to the salinity of the waters of the 
Colorado River delivered to the Mexicali 
Valley of Mexico; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request): 
S. 3120. A bill to amend section 6 of the 

act of May 29, 1884; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 3121. A bill for the relief of Dinh Khon 

Ngo (also known as Robert (kun Ting) 
Wu); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey: 
S. 3122. A bill to amend section 701 of the 

Housing Act of 1954 to encourage the for
mation of regional agencies to develop com
prehensive plans for meeting, through 
balanced and integrated highway and com
muter transportation systems, the transpor
tation needs of metropolitan and other 
urban areas, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. CASE of New Jer
sey when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
S. 3123. A bill to provide an office build

ing for the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. DffiKSEN (by request): 
S . 3124. A bill for the relief of Lt. Col. 

Gustave M. Minton, Jr., U.S. Air Force; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JACKSON: 
S. 3125. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ernst 

Badian; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 

S. 31-26. A -b1ll to authorize the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator to provide 

additional assistance for the development of 
comprehensive and coordinated mass trans
portation systems in metropolitan and other 
urban areas, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 3127. A bill to provide for the establish

ment of a municipal arts council representa
tive of local nonprofit organizations and 
institutions, including educational organiza
tions and institutions, in the District of 
Columbia with active programs in the arts, 
to set aside for such local cultural activi
ties 1 mill out of each $1 of tax revenue of 
the government of the District of Colum
bia, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

COORDINATION OF MASS TRANS
PORTATION AND HIGHWAY SYS
TEMS OF THE URBAN AREAS 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I introduce, for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to promote the coordina
tion of the mass transportation and 
highway systems of the urban areas of 
the nation. 

The bill is intended to bring about the 
development, by State and local initia
tive, of balanced and integrated pro
grams to meet the transportation needs 
of the country's urban areas. 

Federal planning grants are already 
available under Section 701 of the Hous
ing Act for use in formulating land-use 
plans, including plans for transporta
tion. Too, the Community Facilities 
Administration, under the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency, is required to ad
minister the new loan program avail
able for purchase of transportation fa
cilities and equipment in keeping with 
the needs of a balanced mass transpor
tation system. 

But as desirable as these programs 
are in themselves, and I believe that they 
are, the stimulus to bring about compre
hensive planning as provided by exist
ing law has not been sufficient, par
ticularly in the field of transportation. 

The bill I am introducing today 
would: 

First. Require that locally initiated 
land-use plans developed with Federal 
assistance under Section 701 shall in
clude comprehensive transportation 
plans. 

Second. Authorize the Administrator 
of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency to designate specific urban areas 
whose transportation needs can only be 
met by coordinated highway and mass 
transportatfon systems. 

Third. After a 3-year period, re
quire that all Federal financial assist• 
ance available for mass transportation 
purposes and highway construction 
within an urban area designated by the 
Administrator be granted only if the 
Administrator determines that the pur
pose of such assistance is consistent with 
a comprehensive transportation plan for 
such areas locally developed and ap
proved by the Administrator. 

As I have indicated, Federal planning 
grants are currently available for those 
communities, counties, States, and in
terstate agencies which want to plan on 
a region wide basis for the comprehen
sive use of their available land. This bill 

requires that comprehensive transpor
tation plans be included in such land• 
use·plans. The bill is based on the prin
ciple that the Federal Government is 
willing to help those who seek to help 
themselves. It recognizes the fact that 
land-use plans developed on an area~ 
wide basis ought not to be handed down 
by Washington. 

But, at the same time, the bill could 
cut of! the funds it makes available 
for mass transportation as well as for 
highways through urban areas unless 
these locally developed plans make sense 
to the Housing Administrator. 

For many decades, the Federal Gov
ernment has been putting up half the 
money for urban, primary, and feeder 
roads. And since 1956, Federal aid has 
leaped to 90 percent for interstate high
ways. In New Jersey alone, in the cur
rent fiscal year, the Federal Govern
ment has allocated about $80 million for 
highways, most of it in urban areas. 

Besides that, the Federal Government 
has available nationally another $75 
million for the first year of a new pro
gram to help rehabilitate commuter 
railroads. And there has been talk about 
broadening this Federal program to pro
vide new rolling stock and equipment. 
In his budget message this year President 
Kennedy asked for another $100 million 
for more Federal loans for this purpose. 
A basic purpose of my bill is to designate 
someone---in this case the Housing Ad
ministrator-to decide where these pro
grams are going and to coordinate them 
with plans for other forms of mass trans
portation and urban roads. 

If both the Federal urban road and 
mass transportation programs are to 
proceed in completely parallel directions, 
we may not be making the wisest use 
of our resources in the search for sound 
solutions of our transportation problems 
in urban areas. 

Of course, in some areas, parallel de
velopment of these systems might be in 
order. In others, rapid transit, rather 
than major highway construction or 
vice versa, may suit a specific situation. 
As I have indicated, what this bill bas
ically aims to accomplish, in addition 
to attempting to promote the growth of 
areawide plans, is to give the Adminis
trator of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency a vantage point from which the 
use of Federal funds to promote trans
portation may be objectively reviewed. 

In developing a local transportation 
plan there would be opportunity for coor
dinating present and future highways 
and existing public transit facilities 
with new subway, express bus, monorail, 
or other rapid transit facilities. 

I feel that planning for an entire 
metropolitan area is most desirable, 
among other things; to reverse the pres
ent wasteful trend toward the purchase 
of obsolescent or outmoded rail passen
ger cars and equipment; to curb the 
present uncoordinated competition for 
the primacy of one transportation sys
tem over oth,ers, highways, for example, 
as against modern rail, rapid transit 
and bus commuter service. My bill is 
designed to permit the tailoring of spe
cific solutions to the practical needs of 
each metropolitan area. 
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Future Federal . transportation pro

grams, as well as those now on the books, 
would come within the provisions of 
this bill. That is to say, their avail
ability for an urban area designated by 
the Administrator would depend upon 
the Administrator's determination that 
it is consistent with a comprehensive 
transportation plan for such area ap
proved by the Administrator. 

In my judgment it is fundamental that 
comprehensive areawide transportation 
programs should be worked out so as to 
insure the most effective use of any 
large-scale Federal assistance. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the full text of my bill 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3122) to amend section 
701 of the Housing Act of 1954 to en
courage the formation of regional agen
cies to develop comprehensive plans for 
meeting, through balanced and inte:.. 
grated highway and commuter trans
portation systems, the transportation 
needs of metropolitan and other urban 
areas, and for other purposes, intro
duced by Mr. CASE of New Jersey, was 
received, read twice by its title, re
f erred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 is 
amended by-

(1) striking out the filth sentenc~ of 
subsection (a); 

(2) redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
( d) , ( e) , and ( f) as ( c) , ( d) , ( e) , ( f) , and 
(g) , respectively; and 

(3) adding after subsection (a) a new 
subsect on as follows: 

"(b) Planning assisted under this sec
tion with respect to metropolitan and other 
urban areas shall include the preparation 
of comprehensive urban transportation sur
veys and studies, and the preparation, re.
view, and, when necessary, the revision of 
comprehensive urban transportation plans 
to aid in solving problems of traffic con
gestion, facilitating the circulation of people 
and goods, and meeting transportation needs 
in such areas. The Administrator shall 
designate those metropolitan or other urban 
areas where he determines that the solution 
of such problems can be solved · only on an 
areawide or regional basis by an agency of 
the type specified in paragraph (2) of sub
section (a). The Administrator shall utilize 
the authority conferred by this section Lo 
encourage the formation of such an agency 
to perform planning functions for each such 
area, and to assist any such agency to develop 
at the earliest practicable date comprehen
sive plans for meetin6, through a balanced 
and integrated highway and commuter trans
portation system, the transportation needs 
of the area. Subsequent to t~ee years after 
the effective date of this subsection, the Ad
ministrator shall not extend any assistance 
under ( 1) section 103 (b) of the Housing 
Act of 1949 with respect to any mass trans.
portation demonstration project in any area 
designated under this subsection, (2) sec
tion 202(a) (2) of the Housing Amend
ments of 1955 to provide transportation 
facilities or equipment to serve any such 
area, or (3) any other pro.vision of law n.ow 

or hereafter in effect authorizing Federal 
assistance to provide mass transportation 
facilities for any such area, unless (i) an 
agency of the type hereinabove described 
performs metropolitan or regional planning 
for such area, (ii) such agency has prepared 
and maintained on a current basis com
prehensive plans, approved by the Adminis
trator, for meeting, through a balanced 
and integrated highway and commuter 
transportation system, the transportation 
needs of such area, and (iii) the provision of 
such assistance is in furtherance of, or con
sistent with, such plans." 

SEC. 2. Section 106 of title 23 of the United 
States Code (relating to surveys, plans, speci
fications, and estimates for the Federal-aid 
highway systems), is amended by inserting 
at the end thereof a new subsection as fol
lows: 

" ( d) All surveys, plans, specifica t ions, and 
estimates submitted to the Secretary under 
this section which relate to any proposed 
project in any metropolitan or other urban 
area designated by the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator (hereinafter referred 
to as the 'Administrator') under section 
701 (b) of the Housing Act of 1954 shall, 
prior to the approval thereof by the Secre
tary, be submitted by him to the Adminis
trator for review. No such project shall re
ceive the final approval of the Secretary 
unless the Administrator determines, and 
certifies to the Secretary, that the proposed 
project is consistent with any comprehen
sive plans which may have been developed by 
an agency of the type described in section 
701(a) (2) of the Housing Act of 1954 for 
meeting, through a balanced and integrated 
highway and commuter transportation sys
tem, the transportation needs of such area: 
Provided, That the Administrator shall not 
certify any such project in any such area 
subsequent to three years after the effective 
date of this subsection unless such plans 
have been developed for the area involved 
and the proposed project is considered, as 
determined by the Administrator, with such 
plans." 

Mr. DIRKSEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, this morning the distinguished 
senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
CASE] in,troduced .a bill, intending to ask 
that it lie at the desk for a week to en
able other Senators who may wish to 
do so to become cosponsors. However, 
he forgot to ask unanimous consent that 
that be done. I now ask unanimous con
sent that the bill lie at the desk for a 
week for that purpose. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHARTER 
ACT-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MORSE submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by him, ·to the 
bill (S. 287) to provide an elected mayor, 
city council, and nonvoting Delegate to 
the House of Representatives for the 
District· of Columbia, and for other pur
poses, which was referred to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia and 
ordered to be printed. 

EXCLUSION OF INTERCOASTAL 
SHIPPING li'ROM JONES ACT 
RESTRICTIONS-ADDITIONAL CO
SPONSORS OF BILL 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of April 3, 1962, the names of Mr. 
Cl;IURCH and Mr. GRUENING were added 

. as additional cosponsors of the bill (S. 

3105) to provide that the law limiting 
the transportation of merchandise in the 
coastwise trade to certain U.S. vessels 
shall not apply to such transportation 
between a port on the east coast of the 
United States and a port on the west 
coast of the United States, introduced by 
Mrs. NEUBERGER on April 3, 1962. 

NOTICE CONCERNING H.R. 10431, 
AN ACT TO REVISE, CODIFY, 
AND ENACT INTO LAW TITLE 37 
OF THE UNITED STATES CODE, 
ENTITLED ''PAY .AND ALLOW
ANCES OF THE UNIFORMED SERV
ICES" 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on be
half of the standing Subcommittee on 
Revision and Codification of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire to give 
notice that the subcommittee now has 
under consideration H.R. 10431, 87th 
Congress, 2d session, and the acompany
ing report thereon, House Report No. 
1399, regarding the revision and codifica
tion of the laws relating to the pay and 
allowances of the uniformed services, 
such bill having passed the House of 
Representatives. Such revision deals 
with title 37 of the United States Code. 

The purpose of this notice is to ad
vise any and all interested parties of the 
consideration of this legislation by the 
subcommittee and that the subcommit
tee desires to have any statements or 
comments relating to the proposed legis
lation. The subcommittee realizes that 
the enactment of suer. a codification is 
a major project and that a codification 
is limited to the revision and codification 
of existing law only, so that there will 
be no change in the statutes under dis
cussion as they now exist. The state
ments or comments requested are for the 
purpose of allowing any and all per
sons to express a view as to whether or 
not in the proposed legislation, H.R. 
10431, there has been a change in exist
ing law. 

The subcommittee desires that such 
statements or comments be forwarded 
to the Subcommittee on Revision and 
Codification of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, room 226, New Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C., on or be
fore May 18, 1962. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. HART], the 
Senator fro.m Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ScoTTJ, and myself, as chairman. 

NOTICE CONCERNING H.R. 10433, 
AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10, 
UNITED STATES CODE, TO INCOR
PORATE RECENT LAWS 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on be

half of the standing Subcommittee on 
Revision and Codification of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I desire . to give 
notice that the subcommittee now has 
under consideration H.R. 10433, 87th 
Congress, 2d session, and the accom
panying report thereon, House Report 
No. 1401, regarding certain amendments 
to the laws relating .to the-armed forces, 
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having passed the House of Representa
tives. 

The purpose of this notice is to advise 
any and all interested parties of the con
sideration of this legislation by the sub
committee and that the subcommittee 
desires to have any statements or com
ments relating to the proposed legisla
tion. The statements or comments re
quested are for the purpose of allowing 
any and all persons to express their views 
as to such amendments. 

The subcommittee desires that such 
statements or comments be forwarded 
to the subcommittee on revision and 
codification of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, room 2226, New Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C., on or before 
May 18, 1962. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. HART], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL]. 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ScoTT], and myself, as chairman. 

NOTICE CONCERNING H.R. 10931, AN 
ACT TO REVISE, CODIFY, AND EN
ACT INTO LAW THE GENERAL 
AND PERMANENT LAWS RELAT
ING TO AND IN FORCE IN THE 
CANAL ZONE AND TO ENACT THE 
CANAL ZONE CODE, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President. on behali 

of the standing Subcommittee on Re
vision and Codification of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, I desire to give 
notice that the subcommittee now has 
under consideration H.R. 10931, 87th 
Congress, 2d session, and the accom
panying report thereon, House Report 
No. 1509, regarding the revision and 
codification of the general and perma
nent laws relating to and in force in the 
Canal Zone and to enact the Canal Zone 
Code, having passed the House of Rep
resentatives. 

The purpose of this notice is to advise 
any and all interested parties of the con
sideration of this legislation by the sub
committee and that the subcommittee 
desires to have any statements or com
ments relating to the proposed legisla
tion. The subcommittee realizes that 
the enactment of such a codification is 
a project of great magnitude and that a 
codification is limited to the revision and 
codification of existing law only, so that 
there will be no change in the statutes 
under discussion as they now exist. The 
statements or comments requested are 
for the purpose of allowing any and all 
persons to express a view as to 
whether or not in the proposed legisla
tion, H.R. 10931, there has been a change 
in existing law. 

The subcommittee desires that such 
statements or comments be forwarded 
to the Subcommittee · on Revision and 
Codification of the c ·ommittee on the 
Judiciary, room 2226, New Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C., on or before 
May 18, 1962. 

The subcommittee consists of the Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. HART], the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. CARROLL], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ScoTT], and myself, as chairman. 

'THE TIGHTROPE REPORT AND ITS 
IMPLEMENTATION BY THE FED
ERAL AVIATION AGENCY 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, I believe 

Senators will be interested in several re
cent developments within the Federal 
Aviation Agency. 

Senators know of my view that the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 vested in 
the Agency extraordinary powers of 
rule making and enforcement in dealing 
with those engaged in civil aviation in 
this country. Senators know also of my 
continued, and upon occasion critical, 
interest in the activities of this Agency, 
particularly as they relate to the meth
ods and spirit in which the rulemaking 
and regulatory functions have been dis
charged. 

I am pleased to note and to advise 
Senators that one of the early and prin
cipal steps taken by the new Adminis
trator of the FAA, Mr. Najeeb Halaby, 
was to ask an independent group of rec
ognized experts to take a critical look at 
FAA rulemaking and enforcement pro
cedures. Organized under the name of 
Project Tightrope, this group consisted 
of Mr. Lloyd N. Cutler, a prominent 
Washington attorney, who served as its 
chairman; Mr. John Floberg, vice presi
dent and general counsel of Firestone 
Tire & Rubber Co., and a former As
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Air· 
Mr. Louis J. Hector, a Florida attorney, 
and farmer member of the Civil Aero
nautics Board; Mr. Frederick B. Lee, a 
former Administrator of the Civil Aero
nautics Administration; Mr. Gerhard P. 
Van Arkel, a Washington attorney, and 
former General Counsel of the National 
Labor Relations Board; and Mr. Alfred 
B. Fitt, who is Deputy Under Secretary of 
the Army for Manpower. For a period 
of some 6 months this group made an 
exhaustive study of these sensitive and 
all-important Agency functions. Its re
port on FAA rulemaking and enforce
ment procedtlres was formally received 
by Administrator Halaby on November 
21, 1961. . 

The Tightrope report, in effect, vindi
cated those of us in the Congress and in 
the aviation industry who expressed un
easiness over the vast power given the 
Federal Aviation Agency Administrator 
over the right of the individual to fly his 
own airplane. 

I repeatedly expressed my alarm over 
this condition, in sessions of the Avia
tion Subcommittee and on the floor. In 
January 1960 I told the subcommittee 
that the FAA's power to institute charges 
and adjudicate them violated every con
ception of the Anglo-Saxon law and 
justice. Let me quote one of my obser
vations made at that time in committee: 

We have the FAA Administrator making 
the rule, then he turns around and acts as 
judge, jury, and prosecutor. Then you have 
an appeal to him, not only in reference to 
whether the rule is sound, but whether you 
are guilty under the rule. I have grave mis
givings about being given the right to appeal 
to the man who ruled against me in the 
first place. 

I should also like to call attention to a 
statement I made on the floor of the 
Senate on May 18, 1960, during a speech 

on the treatment of licensed pilots · by 
the Federal Aviation Agency: 

Mr. President, I continue to be distressed 
at what I feel to be arbitrary actions by the 
Federal Aviation Agency in the matter of 
treatment of licensed civil pilots under the 
authority granted to the FAA Administrator 
by the Congress in the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958. Senators may recall the tragic series 
of midair collisions that prompted a review 
of the then existing Civil Air Regulations 
and resulted in enactment by the 85th Con
gress of the Federal Aviation Act, which 
placed extraordinary powers in the hands of 
a single man-the Administrator of the Fed
eral Aviation Agency. At that time, I ex
pressed concern with regard to the vast 
power that would be lodged in one individ
ual, but the act was passed most expedi
tiously in the overall interest of safety. It 
may be recalled that testimony before the 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee indicated the desire of the avi
ation industry to cooperate in the legislative 
overhaul of our Civil Air Regulations. Mis
givings were voiced by aviation leaders con
cerning certain aspects of the appeals pro
visions of the Federal Aviation Act and the 
thought was expressed that recourse to the 
Congress would be utilized i! a reasonable 
period of operation indicated that some mod-
1.fication or amendment of the act was 
required. 

I also pointed out that an accused 
p;lo~ stood guilty until he could prove 
his mnocence; that his avenue of appeal 
was extremely limited, due to the fact 
that the act gave the Civil Aeronautics 

.Board authority to hear an appeal to 
determine whether the action against 
the airman was correct and proper under 
the terms of the rule established, in the 
first place, by the Administrator. 

Again, I quote from my speech before 
the Senate on May 18, 1960: 

In practical operation, we have discovered 
that the rights of an individual pilot re
ceive less consideration under the admin
istration of the Federal Aviation Act than 
would be accorded the most common crim
inal in a court of law. Substantial and 
upright citizens of this country, 'who ar·e 
active civil pilots, 380,000 by the last count 
of the Federal Aviation Agency, are subject 
to being charged with a violation of the 
regulations under the present enforcement 
program of the Agency and thereafter stand 
guilty until they can prove their innocence. 

.J. B. Hartranft, Jr., president of the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
expressed concern over the lack of ~ 
system of checks and balances in the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 when he 
testified before the Senate' Aviation 
Subcommittee in January 1960. The 
AOPA consists of 87,000 members who 
are the owners and pilots of nonairline 
civil aircraft. It was these thousands of 
airmen who felt keenly the lack of such 
safeguards in the act. Mr. Hartranft 
said: 

The lack of a system of checks and bal-
· ances and adequate appeal machinery that 
will afford an impartial hearing for a pilot 
is the greatest single area of the Federal 
Aviation Act that needs clarification. When 
the act of 1958 was put in final form and 
passed by the Cong:·ess, a provision was in
cluded in section 609 for appeal to the Civil 
Aeronautics Board with regard to airmen 
and aircraft certificates. We soon discovered 
that this did not give the Board the authority 
to review or take any corrective action on a 
rule or regulation, but merely allowed the 
Board to hear an __appeal with respect to 
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whether or not the actlori against· t:he in
dividual was correct and proper- . under the 
terms of the rule. ~ Thus, the Board could · 
not consider or take any action with regard 
to correction of a faulty or unsound rule: 
We also discovered that it was relatively sim
ple for the FAA to amend -any rule under 
which they were receiving adverse rulings 
from the Board on actions against individual · 
certificates. 

The AOP A president at that time also 
made a plea for a fair and impartial 
hearing for airmen accused under regu
lations promulgated by the FAA, which,. 
as I previously stated, also acts as judge 
and jury in such cases. He said: 

It is imperative that civil pilots so ac
cused-who are, after all, American citi
zens-have access to due process of law, 
before a fair and impartial hearing. The 
sixth amendment of the Constitution de
scribes the safeguards we seek. The present 
FAA may be a good deal more vigorous, 
forceful and streamlined than its predeces
sors, but it also is encroaching upon the 
right of individuals to get justice under our 
democratic processes. George Washington 
said it: .. The spirit of encroachment tends 
to consolidate the powers of all departments 
in one, and thus to create, whatever the 
form of government, a real despotism." 

Statements such as those made by 
Mr. Hartra:pft and myself were the nat
ural aftermath of an enforcement crack
down, such as was instituted at the com
mand of General Quesada, then FAA 
Administrator,- in 1958. Thousands of 
charges-many of which should never 
have been filed in the first place-clogged 
the FAA machinery and created chaos in 
American aviation, particularly among 
the owners and pilots of nonairline civil 
aircraft. Tightrope appropriately noted 
this Quesada crackdown in its October 
1961 report, as fallows: 

In March 1959, Administrator E. R. Quesada 
ordered an enforcement crackdown. The re• 
suits were apparent almost at once. The 12 
months ending June 30, 1959, saw a 50-per.: 
cent increase over the previous year's viola
tions filed, from 2,092 to 3,128, and in the 
next 12 months the inspectors turned up 
4,448 cases. The flood continued at a rate 
of 400 new cases a month until November 
1960, when, for reasons discussed below, 
Administrator Quesada called a halt. 

The Washington enforcement staffs of the 
Flight Standards Service and of the General 
Counsel simply could not cope with the burst 
of activity by the inspectors. The new vol
ume of cases being fed into a very compli
cated multiple review system soon choked 
it almost completely. The time taken to 
process a violation from start to finish grad
ually and steadily grew until in the first 
quarter of 1961 the average was 10 months. 

Distressing as this was to all concerned, it 
also developed that much of the Washing
ton enforcement effort was being wasted on 
cases that never should have reached the 
top of the system. During 1960, while the 
Washington backlog was swelling from 485 
to 689, of the cases completed 55 percent 
were closed without action. (This same 
ratio has continued during the first 5 months 
of 1961. Whether it continues affer the last 
of the pre-1961 cases has been completed 
will soon show whether the "crackdown pe
riod" produced more activity than it did 
results.) Another 23 percent were closed by 
reprimand, a sanction reserved for "minor 
and unintentional offenses'' and so trivial 
as to be unreviewable by the Civil Aeronau
tics Board. 

. Tightrope also commented on the fu
tility and unfairness of the filing of 
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many triviai charges against ·airmen: In. 
fact, this portion of the report expresses 
my opinion exactly: 

No matter how scrupulously fair is the 
treatment of individual cases, an agency 
which ultimately drops so many of the pro
ceedings it starts, and which takes so long 
to lay a hand on those it does laboriously 
decide have violated the regulations, must 
expect the fairness of its system to be ques
tioned. 

It is not fair to make the aviation industry 
worry about and cope with so many charges 
that come to naught; nor is it fair to remain 
silent for 10 months and then discipline an 
airman for a "minor unintentional" and pre
sumably long since forgotten offense. 

An editorial in the May 1960 issue of 
the AOPA Pilot, which I shall quote in 
part, clearly defined the conditions 
Tightrope talked about in its report a 
year and a half later. Entitled "In the 
Interest of Safety," the editorial stated: 

The FAA is presently using this phrase 
("in the interest of safety") as its primary 
justification for harassing civil aviation-all 
of it, from the airline pilot to the farmer
on all sides, usually in a mann~r that can 
only be COI1$trued as .reckless, once one stud
ies the facts. The issue involving the forced 
retirement of the 60-year-old airline pilot 
is already a well-known example of FAA ar
bitrariness-"in the interest of safety." So 
is the proposal to ban the family physician, 
again without a shred of factual justifica
tion. There's more to come, and the only 
ground rules are that they can and will do 
anything that strikes their fancy-"in the 
jnterest of safety." The FAA's Bureau of 
Aviation Medicine has fast become an em
pire all its own, and age limits and other 
limitations are already being looked at for 
all pilots, not just airline. 

If the average person could see how far 
the FAA's police state has already gone "in 
the interest of safety" he would be fright
ened, not merely uneasy as so many now 
are. FAA agents have closed in on all sides, 
from the airlines to the smallest light-plane 
manufacturer. An AOPA member who's a 
.fixed-base operator in Pennsylvania com
plained about the way he was being pushed 
around by FAA personnel; and an FAA civil
ian official from New Y0rk and an Ari:ny lieu
·tenant colonel from FAA headquarters in 
Washington descended on the man at his 
home, complete with a tape recorder. Gen
eral Quesada himself deplored the tape 
·recorder when we told him about it. 

In Minnesota another member was charged 
with a. violation because he misunderstood 
an inquiry from an FAA communications 
station and didn't give them his full street 
address. In Kansas an FAA agent showed 
up at a busy airport with a bathroom scale-
to weigh people arriving and departing in 
private aircraft, hoping to catch someone 
with an overload. The top engineer of one 
of the country's leading general aircraft 
manufacturers recently told AOPA that, 
since FAA took over, the cost of perform
ing many routine engineering tasks to the 
satisfaction of arbitrary Government agents 

·has doubled. He bitterly went on to point 
out that he once refused to hire the very 

-FAA engineering expert who now held a 
_ life-or-death grip on his company, due to 
his lack of qualifications. 

The Tightrope Committee verified the 
conclusion that many of us did earlier: 
that the FAA Administrator had tre
mendous power and, if he so chose, could 
penalize an airman for an alleged in-

. fraction of the regulations, and could 
develop his case later. , After assessing 

the power of the Administrator, the 
Tightrope Committee in its report says: 

In short, the Administrator was given the 
power in all certifica:te actions to punish 
first, then justify his action at a subsequent 
trial. This power can be likened to the edict 
of the Queen of Hearts: "Sentence first
verdict afterward." However, carefully such 
power is used, and we do not suggest that 
it has been abused thus far, we think it is 
too niuch power for the Administrator to 
want or to wield. We think that, except 
when the accused waives a trial, the Admin
istrator ought to have to prove the guilt of 
the accused first in formal proceedings, then 
impose the punishment. 

Again, I call attention to testimony 
given in 1960 by Mr. Hartranft, who 
questioned the infallibility of the Ad
ministrator: 

We do not embrace the doctrine of infalli
bility of the Administrator; we do not em
brace the theory that "the king can do no 
wrong"; we do not believe in these archaic 
doctrines--and neither did our Founding 
Fathers-which are totally foreign to our 
democratic system of government whether 
we are regulating the commerce of the sea, 
land commerce, or commerce of the air. 

In the same statement, Mr. Hartranft 
also told the Senate Aviation Subcom
mittee, back in 1960.: 

In the enforcement of safety rules, it has 
been publicly stated that the FAA policy is 
to be "fast, firm, factual, ahd fair," Unfor
tunately, the la.st two ingredients; namely, 
"factual" and "fair," appear to have been lost 
in the zeal to be fast and firm. Under the: 
present administration of the Federal Avia
tion Act, a pilot may be charged with an 
alleged violation of the regulations and be 
given only the alternatives of paying a com
promise fine (usually nominal) or taking his 
case to a Federal court. Presentation of the 
facts to the FAA-who may have filed the 
charge, who investigates the charge, who 
judges the case, who levies the penalty and 
who may have promulgated the rule--usually 
has no noticeable effect on the outcome of 
the case . 

In its eagerness to crack down on civil 
aviation, in keeping with General Que
sada's mandate, the FAA even got crossed 
up in its own procedures. What origi
nally were intended to be only reports 
showing the activity of one bureau, Air 
Traffic Management, turned into instru
ments of harassment when they reached 
another bureau, Flight Standards. To 
Mr. D. D. Thomas, Director of the Bureau 
of Air Traffic Management, goes credit 
for stopping what would have been a 
comedy, had not so many unsuspecting 
pilots been ensnared in the FAA's reg
ulatory machinery. Details of this 
·"snafu" were given in an article appear
ing in the June 1960 issue of the AOPA 
Pilot, which reported a meeting between 
AOPA and FAA officials on the agency's 
enforcement drive. The magazine said: 

Ironically, the meeting developed the fact 
that some of the "ridiculous" enforcement 
resulted from the well-meaning efforts of the 
Bureau of Air Traffic Management to obtain 
evidence that the millions of dollars being 
spent for air traffic control and navigation 
facilities was a good investment for the tax
payers as well as for the aviation community. 
Here ls the story: 

Each year, FAA has to justify to the Con
gress and the Bureau of the Budget its re
quests for funds. A few months ago the 
Agency decided that it would be a good idea 

· to have on hand some specific examples 
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showing how ATM facilities and personnel 
were assisting users of the airspace. An in
struction went out to controllers, communi
cations specialists, and other field personnel 
asking them to report instances where un
usual services were rendered fliers. 

When the busy controllers and communi
cations people got around to writing reports 
there was only one FAA form available for 
such purpose. That was form 304A. It 
turned out that form 304A was a lethal 
weapon as far as quite a few flyers were con
cerned. Containing an original and six car
bon copies, form 304A is widely distributed 
within the Agency once it ls filled out. It 
ls labeled "Federal Aviation Agency Incident 
Report." Now, "Incident Report" means 
only one thing in the FAA. It ls a signal 
that somebody has done some wrong and 
that corrective action ls indicated. The only 
instruction the form contains follows in 
part: 

"The following is a description of either 
an accident or of an incident, which ad
versely affected the operation of this air 
traffic control facility. It appeared advis
able to prepare a formal record, and a copy 
is being forwarded to acquaint you with its 
particulars. It ls requested that, as neces
sary, these details be brought to the atten
tion of the pilot or individuals involved. We 
hope that, through review, recommendations 
leading toward action to prevent recurrence 
of incidents of this type will be obtained." 

Needless to say, the Bureau of Flight 
Standards took to heart the message carried 
on the interoffice form and started scanning 
the reports for violations. AOPA told the 
FAA officials that the spurt in violations filed 
on trivial in-flight occurrences was making 
many pilots extremely reluctant to use FAA 
communications and navaid facilities, par
ticularly radar. Greatly perturbed over the 
turn its efforts to show how it was aiding 
pilots had taken, the Bureau of Air Traffic 
Management took immediate steps to halt 
the use of form 304A for its evidence of effec
tiveness. In the future, such reports will be 
written in straight narrative form and will 
go directly to A TM. 

While overenthusiastic enforcement, 
the lack of restraints on enforcement 
officials, and absence of meaningful ap
peals were of pressing concern to every 
person who flew an airplane, the rule
making procedures themselves were dis
turbing to many in the industry and to 
some in Congress. I have often ex
pressed myself on the system which 
allows this regulatory agency to enact 
rules, at its discretion and often with
out justification, that vitally affect the 
lives of thousands. I have suggested on 
several occasions that the Congress 
should set up an aviation code, similar 
to the motor vehicle codes found in 
many States. Tightrope's conclusion
that FAA's rulemaking practices were re
sponsible for a large amount of the criti
cism leveled at FAA in the past-is en
tirely correct. Tightrope said: 

The committee quickly concluded that the 
major public complaints against FAA rule
making were historical and stemmed from a 
small number of controversial rules abruptly 
promulgated early in the Agency's life. 

Again, quoting testimony of Mr. 
Hartranft of the AOPA, given before 
the Senate Aviation Subcommittee in 
January 1960: 

A matter which has caused considerable 
dissatisfaction on the part of industry with 
the administration of the Federal Aviation 
Agency under the act of 1958, ls the lack of 
advance consultation and coordination with 
industry, prior to legal promulgation of pro-

posed rulemaking. As you gentlemen know, 
the unsatisfactory operation of the old Civil 
Aeronautics Administration within the 
framework of the Air Coordinating Commit
tee, led. to the inclusion of language in sec
tion 301 of the act of 1958 to prohibit the 
Administrator from submitting his decisions 
for the approval of any committee, board, or 
other organization created by Executive or
der. We were among the critics of the old 
CAA-ACC relationship and we wholly sup
port the inclusion of this provision in the 
Federal Aviation Agency Act. It ls unfortu
nate that the zeal of the FAA staff to comply 
with this mandate from the Congress has 
apparently led to an interpretation that has 
effectively p'revented adequate advance con
sultation with industry prior to institution 
of formal rulemaking procedures. 

This has created a great area of dissatis
faction on the part of general aviation and 
has caused an untold amount of bitterness, 
wrangling, and unnecessary work on the part 
of all concerned. AOPA, and others in in
dustry, repeatedly have requested the FAA to 
seek the advice of knowledgeable persons 
and organizations outside of Government in 
order that the decisions of the Administra
tor, when made, may be based upon the best 
knowledge available throughout the aviation 
community. 

Here is a part of the solution to this 
problem, as suggested by Tightrope: 

3. Notices of proposed rulemaking: Notices 
of proposed rulemaking by the Agency are 
now published in most cases only at the end 
of the rulemaking process, after the Agency 
staff has discussed the matter in question 
with all interested parties and has recon
ciled or reached a judgment on all contro
verted issues. In almost all cases, the 
Agency has largely made up its mind before 
a notice of proposed rulemaklng is issued, 
and the notice and subsequent comments are 
almost formalities. 

In our opinion, it would be preferable for 
the Agency, whenever feasible, to utilize 
that portion of the Administrative Proce
dure Act which provides that a notice of 
proposed rulemaking shall include "either 
the terms or substance of the proposed rule 
or a description of the subject and issue 
involved," APA section 4(a) and issue a 
notice when a matter first comes under con
sideration by the Agency for possible rule
making. 

Such early no·tices do not, of course, pre
clude a second publication of a proposed 
rule for final comment just before it is 
promulgated. We can see no great hardship 
or waste in such double publication, and it 
would insure ample opportunity to all to 
comment throughout the rulemaking pro
cedure. 

Mr. Halaby's committee also suggested 
that greater use be made of public hear
ings in the rulemaking process. I quote: 

5. Oral argument on proposed rules: The 
policy standard used in determining whether 
to have public oral argument following issu
ance of a notice of proposed rule should be 
reconsidered. Too often the standard has 
been, "Are we in the Agency likely to learn 
anything from a public hearing?" Since its 
answer to this question was usually "No," the 
Federal Aviation Agency has not held many 
such hearings. 

In our judgment the Agency should also 
consider the possibility that the public 
learns something from public hearings, and 
that however boring they may be to the man 
conducting them, they are quite valuable in 
gaining support for the Agency's proposals 
or, at the very least, an acceptance of its good 
motives. 

By "hearings" we do not mean evidentiaiy 
proceedings. We mean open conferences at 
which the Agency would present its pro
posals and their j~stiflcation~ and the mem-

bers of the public in attendance could then 
in turn have their say. There is a justifiable 
complaint in some cases that the public is 
not adequately informed by the rulemaking 
i:;i.otice as to the Agency's actual basis for 
action and thus has no real opportunity to 
comment on the Agency's reasons. A pres
entation by Agency officials at a public 
hearing thus serves a most useful purpose. 

An excerpt from an article appearing 
in the March 1960 issue of the AOPA 
Pilot shows clearly the regard held by 
General Quesada's regime for the public 
hearing: 

The FAA held a public hearing-its first in 
14 months' operation-on a proposed rule
making. 

Up for discussion was FAA's draft release 
59-2, which would require all examinations 
for third-class certificates to be made by 
FAA-designated medical examiners. The 
term discussion is used rather loosely here. 
Only the witnesses offered evidence. The 
Government Agency's justification for its 
move to take away from the family doctor 
the right to make these examinations was 
limited to its brief allegations printed 
months ago in the thinly circulated, official 
Federal Register. 

A frequent complaint heard by Senator A. 
S. MIKE MoNRONEY's subcommittee earlier in 
the month, when that group's hearings were 
going full swing, was that the FAA was prone 
to make rules in the name of safety without 
showing there was a need for more restric
tive rules. 

The magazine article referred to above 
was a report on a public hearing held 
on January 14, 1960, on a proposed rule 
that would require private pilots to get 
their third-class medical certificates 
from physicians especially designated by 
the FAA. Disregarding the opposition 
expressed by industry leaders and many 
doctors, the rule was enacted anyway. 

Why was the instrument of public 
hearing practically ignored in the early 
days of FAA? The following excerpt 
from another article in the AOPA Pilot 
explains FAA's attitude, which Tightrope 
later criticized: 

In addition to the innovations in the 
revised part 29 itself, final action on the 
regulation clarified to some extent FAA's 
position in regard to requests for public 
hearings in the matter of the Agency's rule
making procedures. A request for such a 
hearing on the proposed changes in the 
medical standards for airmen was made by 
AOPA and the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials. Although no formal turn
down of these requests was made by FAA, the 
changes in the CAR were made without such 
hearing being granted. However, the follow
ing explanation of FAA's action in not grant
ing a hearing is contained in the preamble 
of the document signed September 4: 

"It is the opinion of the Administrator 
that the changes being incorporated in this 
amendment eliminate, to the greatest prac
ticable degree consistent with safety, all the 
features of the proposal to which objection 
was expressed. In addition, in evaluating 
the comments received, with particular refer
ence to the professional knowledge repre
sented by the comments, it is the Adminis
trator's opinion that they give overwhelming 
and authoritative support to the medical 
standards being adopted in this amendment. 
It does not appear, therefore, that a public 
hearing would serve any useful purpose and 
the Administrator does not deem such a 
hearing to be necessary in the public inter
est." 

Regarding FAA's justification for its 
new regulations, an editorial entitled 



1962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 6033 
"Dictatorship?" in the December 1959 
issue of the AOPA Pilot, pointed out tha;t 
little justification was given for its reg
ulation radically changing the medical 
standards for private pilots. The mag a:.. 
zine said: · 

Most glaring of this year's case histories 
to AOPA, of course, is the arbitrary manner 
in which the FAA has, railroaded. into being 
the new medical rules. They didn't care 
a damn what anyone else thought, they 
said so frankly, and ordered the new rules 
into being with hardly a shred of factual 
evidence to support their actions-another 
fact which they candidly admit. 

President Kennedy also was concerned, 
prior to his election, with the situation 
in the Federal Aviation Agency, as evi
denced by the following statement which 
he gave to the Aircraft Owners & Pilots 
A~sociation: 

As private aviation has expanded the hori
zons of business, so has it expanded the 
horizons of politics. 

It was only because of civil aviation that 
I was able to continue my work in the Sen
ate and campaign vigorously in the precon
vention primaries. 

In my earlier campaigns-both in Massa
chusetts and traveling across the country for 
Democratic candidates-I have compiled., l 
think, an impressive amount of flying time. 

I am fortunate enough to own a Convair, 
which I use quite extensively. Lately, how
ever, I am confined to charter flights of 
larger planes due to the large number of 
staff and press accompanying the campaign. 

Long hours in the air and an intimate 
association with pilots have made me fully 
aware of the activities of both the AOPA and 
FAA. I was one of those concerned about 
coordinating aviation activities in one 
agency. 

My Democratic colleague and campaign 
associate, Senator CLAIR ENGLE, of California, 
has expressed great concern over some of 
the powers concentrated in the hands of the 
FAA as a result of legislation we passed in 
the Congress in 1958. 

~I know of his belief that an adequate re
view of FAA decisions, affecting the 330,000 
civil pilots, 1s not provided by the Federal 
Aviation Act. An AOPA'er himself, Senator 
ENGLE believes pilots are being deprived of 
inherent rights belonging to all Americans. 

As a friend of civil aviation, I can assure 
you that Senator ENGLE's views will get a 
full and fair hearing by a Democratic 
-administration. 

I, personally, see a threefold problem at 
this time. 

One concerns the balance needed between 
the rules and regulations required for safety 
and the guarantee of civil rights of private 
pilots. 

The second is the question raised by 
AOPA about former military men filling the 
top civil positions in aviation. 

The third is the lack of public awareness 
of the percentage of air time recorded by civil 
aviation as related to commercial aviation 
and the resultant apathy toward civil 
aviation. 

These problems will be considered by a 
Democratic administration and !air answers 
provided. 

Growing use of private aviation for pleas
ure and business provides one of the new 
horizons on our New Frontier of the 
sixties. 

I congratulate AOPA for being one of the 
pioneers of this New Frontier. 

Following his election, President Ken
nedy very carefully reviewed a long list 
of candidates for the position of Admin
istrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. 
His selection of "Jeeb" Halaby started a 

move to .restore confidence in the FAA. 
Mr. Halaby's appointment of the Tight
rope Committee was clear evidence that 
he shared President Kennedy's concern 
about the FAA rulemaking and enforce
ment procedures. 

Acting with dispatch upon the recom
mendations of the Tightrope committee, 
Mr. Halaby has created, by Agency 
order, a panel of hearing officers who are 
responsive directly to him, and who are 
authorized to act for him in enforcement 
cases. Beginning February 1, certificate 
holders against whom violation action 
is initiated looking to the suspension or 
revocation of their certificates, are being 
given an opportunity to request a hear
ing before one of these independent 
hearing officers. Upon such request, the 
matter will be set for an early hearing 
at a location convenient to the certificate 
holder, and the Agency Counsel who has 
initiated the certificate action will bear 
the burden of proof in presenting evi
dence and witnesses to substantiate the 
charges made against the certificate 
holder. The latter will have full oppor
tunity to confront and cross-examine the 
witnesses and to present testimony on 
his own behalf. Upon a full record thus 
made before him, the assigned hearing 
officer is authorized to decide the case 
and to issue an order on behalf of the 
Administrator. This procedure does not, 
and of course cannot, deprive any cer
tificate holder of his right of appeal to 
the CAB, a right which was preserved to 
him in the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. 
If a certificate holder is not satisfied that 
he has obtained a fair measure of justice 
from the Administrator's hearing officer, 
he may appeal. In doing so, he may 
either rely upon the record which was 
made before the FAA hearing officer, or 
he may ask for a new hearing either 
wholly or in part before the CAB. This 
forward-looking step on the part of the 
Agency should do much to dispel the 
"punishment first-trial later" approach 
to enforcement cases and to enhance 
the appearance of fairness which, as 
Tightrope observed, is so "vital to public 
acceptance of any governmental regula
tion and enforcement system." 

In relation to the rulemaking proc
esses of the Agency, Administrator HaJa .. 
by has moved apace to carry out in large 
measure the recommendations of the 
Tightrope report. He has established an 
Agency Regulatory Council, of which he 
himself is Chairman; and he has created, 
and filled, the PoSt of a Vice Chairman, 
who will serve as Executive Director of 
the Council, and will devote his full time 
to assuring that the rulemaking 
processes of the Agency undergo high
level surveillance and are responsive to 
the principal objectives outlined by the 
Tightrope study group. 

Members of the Council will be top of
ficials who are most particularly con
cerned in the rulemaking processes of 
the Agency, including the General Coun
sel. the civil air surgeon, and the direc
tors of the flight standards service and 
the air traffic service. Upon call from 
the Chairman or Vice Chairman, this 
Council will not only advise with respect 
to rulemaking policies and practices, but 
will also counsel the Administrator as to 

the justification for any significant or
potentially controversial rule, as well as 
resolve or advise him with respect · to 
differences of opinion which may arise 
internally within the Agency. The prin
cipal thrust of the Council's role, as well 
as of the duties assigned by the new Ex
ecutive Director, is to assure that there 
is justification in depth for all rules 
which may hereafter be issued and af
fect the regulated aviation public. At 
the same time, attention will be given to 
the processes by which these rules are 
produced, in. order that public petitions 
for rulemaking will be responsibly han
dled and the public's views will be sought 
and fully considered. As yet, it is too 
early to assess the full impact upon the 
rulemaking processes of the Agency, and 
the product thereof; but it appears that 
the Agency has embarked upon a course 
which may be welcome, indeed, to those 
who in the past have been critical of 
these processes. 

The Administrator is to be commended 
for having had the courage to invite an 
independent group of experts to evalu
ate and report upon this sensitive area 
of the Agency's activities, then for re
leasing this report to the public, and, 
finally, for taking these specific and con
structive steps to implement the report's 
principal recommendations. We shall 
watch with great interest their develop-
ment. , 

PROPOSAL TO ELIMINATE 
NATIONAL ARMIES 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
I call the attention of the distinguished 
majority leader to the statement I am 
going to read, because I think it has 
great bearing on the debate which is 
taking place in this Chamber now. I 
did not see this article in any of the 
Washington papers, the article to which 
I shall call attention, although un
doubtedly it was there; nor did I see it 
in any of the New York papers. I was 
first told about this by a friend of mine 
in Los Angeles who called me yesterday 
and said he had the article on his desk. 
A search for the article in the papers 
here was unsuccessful, · but yesterday 
afternoon my local paper from Phoenix, 
Ariz., arrived on my desk. It was the 
March 31 issue of the Arizona Republic, 
and carries the UPI byline from Geneva 
of that date. 

I want to read this article and ask 
the majority leader if he is aware of it; 
and, if he is, if he knows whether the 
statement is true or not. 

I have written, and had carried by 
page, a letter to Secretary of State Rusk 
and Mr. Foster, director of the Arms 

·control and Disarmament Agency, ask
ing them about it, because while I am 
sure the UPI quotes reliable sources, 
sometimes they are unreliable. I read 
the article : 
UNITED STATES SEEKS ELIMINATION OF ARMIES 

GENEVA.-The United States will submit to 
the Geneva Disarmament Conference a plan 
calling for elimination of national armies 
within 9 years and their replacement by a 
United Nations force, reliable sources said 
yesterday. 

The American plan is to be submitted to 
the 17-nation group to counter a Soviet draft 



T 

,6034 .CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD- SENATE April 5 
treaty for general and complete disarmament 
within 4 years, introduced when the Confer
ence opened here 2 weeks ago. 

It was understood Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk and William C. Foster, Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, were 
meeting in Washington with their principal 
advisers to put the finishing touches on the 
plan. 

The West complains that the Russian 4-
year plan gives the Russians an undue mili
tary advantage in the early stages and does 
not include specific and detailed proposals 
for international controls to insure each 
nation destroys its arms on schedule . 

The American plan was said to include 
these precautions as well as a U.N. peace 
force to maintain international law and 
order as national defenses are torn down. 

The Soviet plan omits any mention of a 
standing peace force. 

At yesterday's session the Soviets tried to 
commit the United States to total disarma
ment within 4 years but American negotiator 
Arthur H. Dean told Soviet delegate Valerian 
Zorin "you cannot build a house without a 
blueprint." 

Zorin suggested the Conference start tak
ing up the Russian plan point by point and 
when Dean put the brakes on the proposal 
Zorin warned that the Conference might '!le 
heading into another impasse. 

Dean proposed instead the 17-nation group 
set up subcommittees to consider such spe
cific problems as how to end nuclear weapons 
production, how to destroy or reduce nuclear 
delivery vehicles, including ships, sub
marines, planes, and rockets, and how to 
verify such measures. 

"These are not problems of language but 
of substance," Dean said. 

Zorin rejected the subcommittee sugges
tion, first made by Rusk, and said "these 
problems cannot be solved separately. If we 
are going to have general and complete dis
armament they must all be dealt with at 
the same time and in stages." 

Zorin said the Soviet Union is ready to 
discuss any plan put before the Conference, 
a statement interpreted by Western ob
servers as a challenge to the United States 
to bring forth its own proposals. 

British Minister of State Joseph Godber, 
speaking after Dean had rejected the Soviet 
proposals, said general agreement on certain 
basic is_sues must be reached before they can 
be put into treaty form. He particularly 
insisted that subcommittees study detailed 
problems. 

As expected, Poland, Bulgaria and Ru
mania lined up behind the Soviets in de
manding point-by-point consideration. 
Neutral Brazil came out in favor of the 
American approach. India and the United 
Arab Republic, the only other speakers, 
were on the fence. 

- The query I wanted to put to the dis
tinguished majority leader was just this: 
Does he have any knowledge of a sugges
tion being submitted, or a plan to submit 
such a suggestion, to the Geneva Con
f erenGe, that the United States turn 
over its military to the United Nations? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In response to the 
question raised by the distinguished Sen
ator from Arizona, I want to reply that 
this is the first indication I have had 
that a proposal of this nature is being 
-considered, if one is being considered. I 
certainly would not question the re
liability of the UPI as a _ news gathering 
organization. I do not know to what 

reliable sources it refers, but, if I under- a United Nations force, reliable sources 
stand the import of what the Senator said yesterday.'_' 
from Arizona has said, it is to the effect Realizing that the story said it came 
that a proposal has been made by the from reliable sources, I have asked Sec
American delegation that within a period ·retary Rusk and the head of the Arms 
of 9 years, national forces of all coun- Control and Disarmament Agency about 
tries, will be disbanded and their places this. 
taken by a United Nations armed force. I was wondering if the Senator from 

A question of that nature is one which Alabama had any knowledge of such a 
merits the most serious inquiry and proposal. 
study. I have never heard anybody on Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, if 
the floor of the Senate, or, for that the Senator will yield to me, I can only 
matter, in this country, make a decla- say I know absolutely nothing about it. 
ration going that far, which would seek Anything I say now is purely speculative 
to abandon our own national forces. I and gratuitous. 
do recall that the Senate and the House My own individual thinking is, if that 
of Representatives, a few years ago, un- is the full story, that what is suggested 
der the distinguished leadership of the would be wholly impractical. I do not 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], see how there could possibly be an aboli
did pass a resolution to the effect that tion of national armies and a sole reli
we believed there should be a United ance placed upon the United Nations. 
Nations armed force on a standby basis, In that connection, I have urged for 
so to speak. But certainly no one has, many years, as I think the Senator from 
in the very remotest manner or way, sug-
gested that there should be a disbanding Arizona knows, that there be a small 
of national armies or f orres. police force at the command of the 

so I am delighted that the Senator United Nations for the purpose of doing 
from Arizona has called this matter to police duty, not for engaging in wars 

and fighting· and combat other than 
the attention of the Senate. I am de- that which is entailed in police duty. It 
lighted he has taken the matter up 
personally with the Secretary of State. would be a relatively small force. 

The Senate unanimously voted in 
I am sure all of us will be interested in favor of that a few years ago, and at 
the reply he receives. I assure him that a second time in another Congress I be
I, too, will take it up with the Secretary _lieve a joint resolution to the same effect 
of State, and see that ·a reply either was passed through both Houses. It has 
affirming or denying this particular pro- become the policy of the United States 
posal is forthcoming as quickly as pos- to advocate a police force for use by the 
Sible. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the dis- United Nations, but certainly nothing 
tinguished majority leader. I was quite considered would envisage anything like 

the proposal mentioned. sure he was not aware of this develop-
ment, beca.use, for some reason or other, I am stating my personal views, and 
it was not displayed prominently in the I know absolutely nothing about the 
press in the East. story· 

It has received rather prominent dis- Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen-
play in the press of the West. ator for his observations. I asked him 

I might say that the article stated, to comment because he is so important 
"will submit," and did not state they in the present debate. I agree com
have already submitted it. This was pletely with the Senator about the need 
quoted from what we call reliable sources. for a police force in the United Nations. 
we know sometimes they are not. I have advocated that often myself, and 

I, too, have no reason to disagree with in fact I have voted for it whenever it 
the accuracy of the UPI. I, for one, feel has been before the Senate. 
that the United Nations, to be effective, I pray the story is not true, for I can
is going to have to have a standby force. not imagine any member of our Gov
I have often advocated it. ernment ever suggesting that we should 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will do away with our Armed Forces within 
the Senator yield? a period of 9 years, or 90 years, but if the 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. account is accurate, I am sure that what 
Mr. MANSFIELD. As a matter of fact, is suggested would meet with the com

the Senator from Arizona voted and plete disfavor of the people of this 
spoke in favor of it several years ago. country. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. I hope I shall get the reply I seek with-
I notice the Senator from Alabama in a few hours, because the matter is to 

[Mr. SPARKMAN] coming on the floor. He be a subject for discussion this after
is handling the bill before the Senate. I noon, and I trust there will be a denial, 
know he will be interested in this, be- or at least a complete explanation by 
cause it will have some bearing on the Secretary Rusk and Mr. Foster. 
matter we are debating. Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will 

I may say to the Senator from Alabama yield further, the Senator may know or 
that the matter to which I was address- may not know that Secretary Rusk is 
ing myself _ was a UPI story that ap- now appearing before the Committee on 
peared in western papers. I have not Foreign Relations. I have just come 
found it in the papers available to me from that hearing. That was the reason 
here. The effect of the story was that for my being slightly tardy. I am sure 
"the United States will submit to the the Secretary is not available at the 
Geneva disarmament conference a plan present time and will not be available 
calling for elimination of national armies ·until the ·hearings are concluded for the 
within 9 years and their replacement by . day. 
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ANTITRUST PROCEEDINGS ARE 
PERTINENT TO THE CAB'S PRO
POSAL TO ESTABLISH AN Affi 
TRANSPORTATION MONOPOLY IN 
THE STATES-ALASKA SERVICE 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, re-

cently, on the floor of the Senate, I called 
attention to the attempt by the Civil 
Aeronautics Board to create a monopoly 
situation with respect to air service be
tween Alaska and the lower 48 States. 

When an agency of the Federal Gov
ernment seeks to limit air service to an 
area one-fifth the size of the other 48 
States to one carrier it is time that other 
agencies of the Federal Government 
charged with the enforcement or the 
oversight of the enforcement of our anti
trust laws should take a good hard look 
at such a proposal. 

In his message to the Congress today, 
the President says with respect to merg
ers in the transportation field: · 

"Effective competition should be main
tained among alternative forms of trans
portation, and, where traffic volume per
mits, between competing firms in the 
same mode of transportation." 

It is clear from the Civil Aeronautics 
Board's order in Pacific Northwest
Alaska Air Service case-Docket No. 
13463-that the Board is seeking to 
eliminate Pan American Airways from 
Alaska altogether, although Pan Ameri
can was the pioneer in establishing serv
ice between Alaska and the lower 48 
States, as well as being an unsubsidized 
carrier; to limit Northwest Airlines to 
merely stop off-and-on passengers inci
dental to its service to the Orient; to 
merge Pacific Northern Airlines and 
Alaska Airlines and to limit service from 
the lower 48 States to Alaska to service 
by this merged airline. 

It is my conviction that such a result 
would not be in keeping with the objec
tive outlined by the President in today's 
message on transportation. 

In order that the antitrust features 
of the Board's proposed action may be 
properly reviewed, I have directed a let
ter to the Attorney General asking that 
he intervene in the case to protect the 
interests of the people of the other 48 
States who should not be forced to rely 
upon the services of one airline in reach
ing the whole of the 49th State. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
communication which I addressed to the 
Attorney General be printed at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

APRIL 2, 1962. 
Hon. ROBERT F. KENNEDY, 
The Attorney General of the United States 

Washington, D.C. ' 
DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: On March 

19, 1962, the Civil Aeronautics Board issued 
Order No. E-18120 (Docket No. 13463) pro
posing a drastic revision in airline service 
between the lower 48 States and the State 
of Alaska. The Board's announced concept 
of the best manner in which Alaska should 
be connected by air with the other States 
is through one airline-a merged Pacific 
Northern Airlines and Alaska Airlines-with 
limited access through Northwest Airlines. 

Except for limited access by motor over 
the Alaska Highway, Alaska-bound passen-

gers are dependent on air transportation. 
If the Board has ·its way, those passengers 
will be dependent on one airline to reach an 
area one-fifth the size of the United States. 

It does not seem to me that the powers 
granted to the Civil Aeronautics Board were 
intended to be so exerised as· to result in 
such a large area being served by one carrier. 
I appreciate the fact that the Board can 
prevent ruinous competition among airlines. 
But that is not the situation here involved. 
If t;tle elimination of competition were the 
function of the Board, then the simplest 
way to achieve that objective would be to 
grant an absolute monopoly to one com
pany. That would not be tolerated with re
spect to the lower 48 States. Why should 
it be tolerated for the 49th State? 

My purpose in writing you at this time 
is to request that you intervene in this mat
ter on behalf of the United States to make 
certain that any decision of the Board prop
erly represents the provisions of the antitrust 
laws enacted by the Congress. 

I am enclosing copies of my remarks I 
have made on this subject on the floor of 
the Senate. 

With all best wishes, I am, 
Sincerely, 

ERNEST GRUENING, 
U.S. Senator. 

THE PROPOSED TRADE BILL 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, as a 
Senator from the State of Maine I am 
very much concerned over the economic 
growth of our country. My State has 
been plagued by unemployment for many 
years and I realize that we must en
courage general economic growth if we 
are to overcome many of our own eco
nomic difficulties. 

I recognize that expanding interna
tional trade represents one important 
facet of the President's efforts to stimu
late a dynamic domestic economy. 
However, although I agree with this ob
jective, I think there are substantial 
problems involved in the trade bill, H.R. 
9900, which must be resolved. 

Last year, I introduced S. 1735, the 
Orderly Marketing Act. This proposed 
legislation would give the President the 
power to enter into trade agreements 
with exporting countries restricting the 
importation of commodities to a certain 
percentage of our domestic market where 
such commodities are produced at a sub
stantially lower labor cost than applies 
in the United States. My bill has the 
twin advantage of defining injury far 
more explicitly tha in existing trade 
legislation and of adopting the prin
ciple of permitting exporting countries 
to share in our expanding domestic mar
ket even in cases where our domestic 
indu~tries are threatened with injury. 
I belleve that trade legislation must take 
into account the peculiar problems of 
those industries which require high labor 
imports which compete with low wage 
industries in highly industrialized coun
tries. In interstate commerce, we have 
used the minimum wage law to insure 
fair competition, as well as to protect 
workers from substandard working 
conditions. 

In international trade we cannot im
pose a minimum wage requirement but 
we can adjust trade in commodities 'pro
duced by foreign industries with sub
standard wages so as to minimize the 
impact of such competition. 

. To take this position is not to embrace 
the cause of protectionism. It is, I be
lieve, a realistic approach to our trade 
problem. 

I hav_e been very much encouraged by 
the attitude taken by the shoe industry 
on this .issue. This industry, as well as 
others m the State of Maine is con
fronted by rapidly expanding imports 
from low-wage countries. The industry 
has substantial reason to be concerned 
over import threats. In spite of this, 
they have taken a very balanced and 
reasonable approach to the trade 
problem. 

Today, Harold 0. Toor appeared be
fore the House Committee on Ways and 
Means to testify on H.R. 9,JOO. I was 
gratified by Mr. Toor's endorsement of 
S. 1735, my "Orderly Marketing Act" 
bill. 

Because of the pertinence of Mr. 
Toor's statement to the debate on the 
national trade policy, I ask unanimous 
consent that his testimony be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY OF HAROLD 0. TOOR FOR THE U.S. 

SHOE MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY BEFORE 
THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
APRIL 5, 1962 
I am Harold 0. Toor, treasurer of the Na

tional Shoe Manufacturers Association, presi
dent of H. 0. Toor Shoe Corp., and chairman 
of the board of the Freeman Shoe Corp. I 
am representing the National Shoe Manu
facturers Association, the New England Shoe 
& Leather Association, and the St. Louis 
Shoe Manufacturers Association, which to
gether include over 500 m~nufacturers pro
ducing at least 90 percent of all the footwear 
made in the United States. 

The shoe manufacturing industry of the 
United States recognizes the necessity of a 
policy and a program of trade expansion, 
full employment, and a vigorous healthy 
economy as a national objective. We en
dorsed and supported the proposed Orderly 
Marketing Act of 1961, under which foreign 
manufacturers would share in the growth 
of our domestic market. 

We would like to support the proposed 
trade expansion bill, H.R. 9900. We have 
grave doubts, however, that we could sur
vive as a healthy industry under this pro
posed legislation unless there are improved 
safeguards for businesses such as ours which 
face increasingly severe competition from 
imports. 

The leather shoe manufacturing industry 
is made up of approximately 850 companies 
with over 1,300 factories. These are located 
in communities represented by 262 congres
sional districts in 38 States. 

It ls not generally realized that shoe man
ufacturing ls one of the most highly com
petitive industries in the United States. 
The intensive competition prevailing is re
flected by the fact that the average whole
sale factory value of shoes as measured by 
the Department of Commerce was $3.80 per 
.pair in 1961, compared with $3.44 in 1950. 
Over 58 percent of the women's shoes sold 
each year retail below $6 a pair. Over 60 
percent of all men's dress shoes retail under 
$10. And over 72 percent of all children's 
shoes retail under $6. 
. These shoe factories provide the major 
support, or at least are important contribu
tors to the support, of the economic life of 
hundreds of communities. In Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Massachusetts, for example 
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(according to the three-digit Standard In
dustrial Classification for 1959), shoe manu
facturing was the largest manufacturing in
dustry employer; in Missouri, it was the 
2d largest; and in Wisconsin and Pennsyl-
vania, 11th. · 

Shoe manufacturers and their suppliers 
have an annual payroll of somewhere be
tween 350,000 and 400,000 employees, and 
the activities of these workers, it is esti
mated, have a direct or indirect effect on 
the welfare of a million or more citizens in 
these communities. 

If imports continue to expand at the cur
rent rate then the total for 1965 would 
amount to 76.6 million pairs, or 11.7 percent 
of an estimated 1965 output of 630 million 
pairs. We believe this is a conservative · cal
culation. 

If imports of an estimated 68 million pairs 
of canvas-rubber footwear are added to 
leather imports, then total imports would 
represent 20.4 percent of the estimated U.S. 
production in 1965 of 710 million pairs of 
leather and canvas-rubber footwear. 

We estimate that for every 10 million pairs 
of nonrubber footwear produced in the 
United States there are jobs for 4,100 work
ers in shoe manufacturing and for another 
1,400 in the supplying trades, or a total of 
5,500. 

Imports, on this basis, will have absorbed 
a good part of our normal growth and dis
placed well over 30,000 jobs in the domestic 
shoe manufacturing and supplying indus
tries over the period 1956 to 1965. 

The question may be asked: How can this 
happen if the shoe industry in the United 
States is a modern industry, has built at 
least 80 new plants with over 3½ million 
square feet of space since 1950, is keenly 
competitive, is alert to changes in markets, 
and possesses an excess capacity of over 100 
million pairs per year? The answer is simple. 

Imports are increasing rapidly because there 
are wide differences in wage rates between 
the United States and the shoe-exporting 
countries of the world. It ts simply a case 
of lower priced labor in foreign countries 
competing against higher priced labor in 
America. Wages in the United States are 
anywhere from two to five times wages in 
important shoe-exporting countries. 

The technical structure of shoe manufac
turing in the exporting countries is almost 
identical with our own. New and modern 
plants have been built with our aid. Shoe 
machinery and shoe technology are uni
versal today. No one advanced country en
joys any .substantial advantage over the 
other 1n machinery and methods. The rate 
of productivity, furthermore, in the larger 
factories making shoes for export 1n these 
countries is comparable with ours even 
though they m!'!,ke more of their components 
than we do and employ more people for 
what we would call unnecessary operations. 

This is why the shoe manufacturing in
dustry is vitally concerned with maintaining 
its present duties. These are the lowest of 
any important trading country in the world. 
Any reduction in our duties would speed 
up imports. Some countries now very easily 
jump the hurdle of our tariffs. As these 
tariffs become lower, other "runners" will 
also be able to jump over them. 

A comparison of tariff schedules of the 
United States with those of foreign countries 
indicates further that there has been little 
reciprocity in previous trade negotiations. 
We believe at this stage of world industrial 
development that the United States must in
sist in its negotiations upon real reciprocity. 

In summary, the footwear industry is an 
essential industry whose products were ra
tioned in World War II. We believe it is 
necessary to establish some market arrange
ment for footwear similar to that outlined 
in S. 1735 which would provide for a sharing 
of our domesti-0 market growth with foreign 
footwear producers on an orderly basis. 

We recognize that Congress may pass a 
trade expansion program. We urge, there
fore, that certain safeguards for · domestic 
industry be included in the final form of 
such trade legislation. Our suggestions are 
as follows: 

1. There should be incorporated in the bill 
a procedure establishing general specifica
tions, without a preliminary determination 
as to national security, which would serve 
as guides to negotiators in developing ord~ 
erly marketing arrangements for such in
dustries as shoes with high labor content. 
Congress should enact specific provisions 
which would empower the Executive to ne
gotiate and proclaim agreements establish
ing equitable market sharing arrangements 
where the facts and circumstances justify 
them. 

2. The escape clause provisions of existing 
law should be preserved and strengthened. 

3. The Tariff Commission should, under 
section 221 of the proposed bill, be directed 
to hold hearings and to report to the Presi
dent in advance of negotiations the level of 
duty or import restriction on any article 
or categories of articles below which domestic 
producers of such articles would suffer 
serious injury frc,m importation. The Presi
dent should inform Congress where reduc
tions are made in tariff duties or restrictions 
below such levels. Provision should also be 
made for industry advice and counsel in 
negotiation with other countries in conform
ity with the practice followed by other coun
tries. 

4. We approve the reaffirmation of the 
most-favored-nation principle contained in 
section 241 and 242 of Joint Resolution 9900. 
There has, however, been a lack of reciprocity 
in past trade agreements and a failure to en
force reciprocity by suspending most
favored-nation treatment with respect to 
any country which discriminates against 
U.S. commerce or pursues other policies that 
subvert the most-favored-nation principle. 
We submit that the principle of reciprocity 
should be rigorously enforced in future 
negotiations. 

5. We approve the provisions of section 222 
of the proposed bill which requires the 
President to reserve from negotiation for 
reduction or elimination of duty any article 
on which escape clause or national security 
proceedings are in progress. In addition, 
we would recommend that articles be re
served from negotiation until the President 
receives the advice of the Tariff Commission 
under section 221 of the proposed bill. 

6. We recommend that section 212 of the 
bill be clarified to exclude footwear as an 
agricultural commodity or product thereof. 

Finally, the American shoe industry goes 
on record as being in step with a recognition 
of the need for trade expansion-to help our 
own country and, doing so, to help the 
economy of friendly I nations. We ask of 
Congress this consideration-a !air chance 
to survive as an industry in competition 
with countries having wage levels far below 
ours. 

SUMMARY OF CANYONLANDS NA
TIONAL PARK ECONOMIC STUDY 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, when con

troversy arose in my State about the 
best use of the area I propose for the 
Canyonlands National Park, the Na
tional Park Service asked the Bureau of 
.Economic and Business Research of the 
University of Utah to make a full eco
nomic study of the question. The bu
reau did so, taking a sharp, objective 
look at the present economy of the five 
counties surrounding the proposed park, 
at the importance of tourism in the area 
today, at the probable number of visi
tors the new park might attract to the 
area and the amount of money they 

would spend, and finally at the present 
and · possible future use of the natural 
resources within ·the· boundaries of the 
proposed park. · 

In analyzing · these data, the bureau 
took into consideration the rapid and 
growing demand for outdoor recreation, 
and the impact of that demand on other 
national parks, particularly those in 
areas as remote as Canyonlands. 

The report has now been completed 
and released. Anyone who studies it 
dispassionately cannot help but con
clude that it has been drawn with care 
and accuracy. I should like to discuss 
some of the estimates offered and con
clusions reached, and to comment briefly 
on them. 

The report shows that beyond any 
doubt, the best primary use of the spec
tacular area in question is for a na
tional park. A park would bring both 
more money and more prestige to Utah. 
It would pour more than $10 million 
annually into southeastern Utah in new 
tourist spending with 15 years, and $16.5 
million annually in 25 years. The re
port states: 

Total expenditures of visitors to the new 
park, as well as expenditures of the National 
Park Service should total $10.7 million dur
ing the first 5-year construction period. 
These expenditures will create personal in
come in the geographic area of the park of 
approximately $3.2 million during this 5-year 
period. If indirect income, which will be 
created by the respending of the $3.2 million 
of directly created income, is included, the 
total monetary impact will amount to $5.6 
million. 

By the 15th year of operation, 10 years 
after the completion of the construction pe
riod, total visitor expenditures should 
amount to over $10 million. In that single 
year, personal income created by these addi
tional visitor expenditures and wage and 
salary expenditures o! the National Park 
Service should resUlt in direct total personal 
income created in the area of about $3 mil
lion. Thus by the 15th year, sufficient 
growth will have occurred that the total for 
the 1 year wlll be almost equal to the total 
for the first full 5 years of the park's 
existence. 

By the 25th year, total visitor expenditures 
shoUld amount to over $16.5 mlll1on an
nually, With total personal income directly 
created amounting to $4.7 million. 

During the first 25 years of operation, it is 
expected that cumUlative expenditures of 
visitors to the park and expenditures of the 
National Park Service should total almost 
$220 million and that the new personal in
come created because .of these park and visi
tor expenditures should amount to almost 
$65 million for the 25-year period. 

These estimates do not include expen
penditures by private individuals for 
tourist facilities outside park bound
aries-motels, guest ranches, service sta
tions-or for concessions within the park 
for boating, jeep trips, guides, and so 
forth, because of the difficulty of ar
riving at an approximation. 

The repcrt estimates that the park 
would pe attracting 250,000 visitors an
nually within 6 years, 500,000 visitors a 
year in 10 years, and more than a million 
a year in 25 years. The daily expendi
tures of these visitors is estimated at 
$7, which is the average daily expend
.itures of present tourists in Utah, and 
the average length of stay in the park is 
estimated as 2 days. 
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The Bureau found the problem of ac

curately estimating the size of future 
tourist crowds a difficult one. These are 
the factors which were considered: 

First, the designation "national park" 
and the high and unique appeal of Can
yonlands would have considerable draw
ing power. 

Second, existing patterns show tour
ists travel some distance to visit national 
parks. The report points out: 

It was found, for example, that 74 percent 
of the visitors to Grand Canyon National 
Park came from localities more than 500 
miles away. Within a radius not much 

· greater than this, particularly on the Pa
cific coast, there are presently large con
centrations of population • • •. Thus the 
distance of the new park from large pop
ulation centers should not be. a serious 
handicap. 

This point is elaborated in another 
section: 

Virtually all tourists visiting Canyon
lands would come by car • • •. The rela
tive distance of Canyonlands from major 
population centers means that it would get 
very little use by tourists making 1-day or 
even weekend trips (although Salt Lake 
City and Denver are within feasible weekend 
driving range) . On the other hand, this 
remoteness from population concentrations 
does not seem to have prevented heavy tour
ist use in other cases where the intrinsic 
value of the tourist attraction was high, e.g., 
Carlsbad Caverns and Mesa Verde National 
Park. Of the visitors to Grand Canyon Na
tional Park, according to one estimate, 97 
percent came from homes more than 300 
miles away, and 74 percent came from more 
than 500 miles away. For Glacier National 
Park the figures were 77 .percent and· 57 per
cent, respectively. 

Third, a comparison of traffic flows 
and attendance at other parks indicate 
that there are presently enough out-of
State cars on major transcontinental 
highways to generate an immediate at
tendance of 150,000 visitors to the new 
park as soon as it is opened. The report 
states: 

Traffic flows along U.S. 40 was the source 
of some 142,000 visitors to Dinosaur Na
tional Monument in 1960. The out-of-State 
flows on U.S. 50 in the vicinity of Canyon
lands is heavier than on U.S. 40 near the 
Dinosaur Monument. It should also be 
borne in mind that U.S. 50 will become In
terstate Highway 70, probably within the 
next 5 years, and will provide the shortest 
route from Denver to southern California, 
and the fastest route from Chicago to south
ern California. Thus, a substantial increase 
can be expected. 

Fourth, by the time facilities and ac
cess roads are completed within Canyon
lands, important new highways will have 
been built or hard-surfaced, and traffic 
flows on them will have increased traffic 
generally to the "golden circle" of na
tional parks and monuments-the name 
applied to the outstanding concentration 
of scenic, archeological, and recreational 
outdoor attractions in southern Utah, 
northern Arizona, western Colorado, and 
northeastern New Mexico. 

For example, Arches National Monument 
is expected to attract 230,000 visitors by 1970; 
Mesa Verde National Park, almost 500,000 
visitors, and most important of all, Glen 
Canyon recreation area will be attracting 
almost a million visitors a year by the 1966-
1967 date. 

Fifth, the climate of Canyonlands has 
many advantages-warm with an abun
dance of sunshine in the day, but no 
humidity, and cool nights. 

Sixth, the increase in the demand for 
outdoor recreation which has been 
spelled out in great detail in the recent 
report of the Outdoor Recreational Re
sources Review Commission, indicates 
that space for outdoor living will be at a 
premium in coming years. It has been 
predicted that cars will be bumper-to
bumper on highways leading to our out
door recreation spots. 

In making the projections about Can
yonlands, the Bureau naturally had to 
make many assumptions-assumptions 
that National Park Service cor.struction 
of facilities and access roads would go 
forth on schedule, and that other im
portant roads outside the park-such as 
the road from the park's north entrance 
to U.S. 160 north of Moab, and the road 
from the park's east entrance to U.S. 
160 near Monticello-would be hard
surfaced. The Bureau also assumed 
that U.S. 70 will be completed, that the 
park when establishPd will contain all 
the presently proposed scenic, scientific 
and recreational factors attractive to 
visitors and that developments in the 
Glen Canyon recreation area will pro
ceed on approximately the same scale as 
at present. 

I think it is safe to make these assump
tions-I am convinced that the majority 
of the people of Utah want the Canyon
lands National Park and they favor 
making all of the adjustments and 
undertaking all of the developments 
necessary to make it a success. I am 
confident also that the National Park 
Service will move as fast as appropria
tions allow to open :ip and improve the 
park area. 

The Canyonlands controversy in my 
State has mainly swirled around the 
question of alternate uses for the land 
which would be encompassed within the 
park borders. The park would be ap
proximately 30 miles long by 15 miles 
wide, or about one-seventh the size of 
Yellowstone. All of the land is now 
owned by the Federal Government or by 
the State of Utah. There would be no 
cash acquisition cost to the Federal 
Government. State lands would be ex
changed for Federal lands located else
where in the State, which Federal lands 
are extensive and valuable. The State 
would benefit in being able to acquire 
valuable lands "blocked-up" to facilitate 
administration. Present State lands in 
the park area are noncontiguous and 
some are so remote as to be almost 
inaccessable. 

One alternate use of the park area 
would be for grazing. The report states: 

Although the forage resources of the park 
lands are not great, large acreages are pres
ently used for grazing, particularly for the 
grazing on Federal lands of 683 cattle, 6,436 
sheep and 18 horses. The animal unit 
mon tbs of range . use on Federal lands 
~mount to 11,865 AUM's, for which annual 
grazing fees amount to about $2,254. There 
is also grazing on app,roximately 11,000 acres 
of State land, with fees approximately $275. 
Road anci range improvements (reservoirs, 
spring development, corrals, storage facili
ties, etc.) have been made by the Bureau 
of Land Management in cooperation with 

local range users in the amount of about 
$6,000. 

This means that the area is now sus
taining about 10 sheep and 1 cow per 
every 500 acres. Thus, grazing is not 
now and never would be a major use. 
However, I realize that the right to graze 
sheep to even this limited extent is most 
valuable in an arid State like Utah, and 
I do not propose to take from anyone 
this right without allowing ample time 
for readjustment. My bill protects all 
present grazing rights for 25 years and 
for the lifetime of any member of the 
immediate family of the present holder 
of the right. 

Since forage is scarce and water is 
limited to riverflows, this is not an area 
of abundant fish and game. The re
port puts it this way: 

There is reported to be Channel Catfish 
and other warm-water fish throughout the 
river system. On the land there are a small 
population o! mountain sheep, a rather 
abundant number of beaver, fairly large 
numbers of mule deer, especially along the 
riverbeds, and substantial populations of 
chucker partridges. 

Should-at any time-any of these 
species of wildlife become too populous 
for the limited forage in the park area, 
my bill provides for a controlled hunt. 

The pervading issue on alternate use 
of the park is, of course, whether there 
are minerals of great value below its 
rugged surface. The report recognizes 
that this is the crux of alternate-use 
objections: 

The potential of mineral resources within 
the proposed park requires careful evalua
tion. The existence of possible mineral re
sources within the area have become s.ig
nificant because of the extensive uranium, 
petroleum, and potash developments in re
cent years within the southeastern Utah 
area. 

Since I recognize the vast importance 
of not "locking up" any mineral re
sources there may be within the park, 
and placing them beyond possible devel
opment as they are needed, my bill leaves 
locatable minerals open to location, 
entry and patent-inclusive of land con
taining minerals--and would permit ex
ploration for deposits of minerals sub
ject to lease. The bill then provides 
that the Secretary of the Interior may 
prescribe regulations for mining and 
drilling to preserve the "scenic, scien
tific, and recreational values of the 
area." 

The report has this to say about the 
bill's approach on mining: 

The provision of the bill departs somewhat 
from past national park policy which re
stricts or prohibits nonconforming use. It 
should be noted, however, that mining is 
permitted in Mount McKinley National Park 
in Alaska. Valid oil, gas, and mineral rights 
and leases covering some lands in the Ever• 
glades National Park in Florida were recog
nized at the time of the park establishment; 
other mineral rights have been provided for 
by the act of October 10, 1949 ( 63 Stat. 
733) , which was enacted after Everglades 
National Park had been established. Three 
national monuments (Glazier Bay in Alaska, 
Death Valley in California, and Organ Pipe 
Cactus in Arizona) .and one additional me
morial (Coronado in Arizona) permit min
ing under regulations by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 
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· The report then attempts to evaluate 
the mineral potential within the pro
posed park, and to forecast the possible 
revenue from it for the State of Utah. 
Following are excerpts : 

Within the last 2 years an extensive pot
ash deposit has been in the process of 
being developed by the Texas-Gulf Sulphur 
Co. at a cost of approximately $30 million. 
This is located on the Colorado River in the 
Cane Creek area which is situated within 
about 5 miles of the northeast corner of the 
park. A shaft for the development of an 
underground mine is being constructed as 
well as a mill and railroad facilities into 
the area to transport the finished product 
out. 

A recent U.S. Geological Survey study in
dicates that potash probably exists within 
the park. Whether or not the deposits are 
in commercial quantity can only be deter
mined by further drilling and exploration. 

I understand that the Texas-Gulf 
Sulphur Co., the mine and plant now 
going into production, will probably 
produce enough potash from Cane Creek 
and Seven Mile to meet our needs for 
many years-but, of course, we always 
need to know where future supplies are. 

The report continues: 
The last production of uranium from 

within the park was in 1957. Prior to that 
date there was relatively small production 
from about five mines in two locations. 
Uranium prospects during the period of 
uranium exploration were discovered at 10 
other locations. In the area immediately 
surrounding the park there has been pro
duction from 22 locations and prospects at 
an additional 2 locations. Thus the possi
bility of unknown deposits exists. 

Again, I feel I should point out that 
there is almost no demand for new do
mestic sources of uranium at this time. 

As to other minerals within the park 
area, the report says this: 

The mineral records of San Juan County 
at Monticello .were analyzed and a tabula
tion made of all "active claims." Active 
claims for the purposes of this report were 
designated at those filed in 1960 and 1961 
as well as older claims on which assessment 
work has been done for· these 2 years. Al
though only half of the data have been 
analyzed at this writing, the results show 
only a total of • • • 54 active claims fell 
within the arf:a of the prop_osed park. 

The most vigorous opposition to the 
park has been based on the contention 
that there may be great reservoirs of oil 
and gas under its acres. 

The report has this to say: 
Virtually all of the area within the park 

is at present under oil and gas lease. There 
have been a total of 11 wells drilled within 
the park and there is one producing well 
brought in within the park boundaries dur
ing February, 1962, with a daily producing 
capacity of 600 barrels . . 

I feel I should interpose here to state 
that I have amended my bill to exclude 
the well and the area around it from 
the park. The well is located on the 
northeast border-it was necessary only 
to adjust the boundaries by a few miles 
to eliminate it from the park. 

The report continues: 
Since 1955, 62 wells drilled in the area sur

rounding the park have resulted in three 
producing wells in the Big Flat area im
mediately to the north of the proposed 
park. 

Another indication of oil and gas interest 
in the park is the unit agreements which 

have been effected. Within the general 
area, a total of 30 unit agreements have 
been made. Some have been terminated, 
but six are in existence in the area im
mediately outside the park and one exists 
within the park. 

Geologists interviewed in the preparation 
of this report have stated that oil and gas 
.prospects within the park are good, but 
they also said that the extent and size of 
any discovery cannot be determined at this 
time. 

The report then tries to answer the 
-big if in the park controversy. What if 
there is oil under Canyonland? How 
much would it be worth? 

This is the conclusion the experts in 
the Bureau drew: 

In making such an analysis a careful 
study was made of the value to the State 
of Utah and the local area if another Aneth 
oilfield (Utah's major oilfield) were dis
covered within the park. If such a discovery 
were certain, the economic value would total 
about $156 million. About half of this or 
$78 million would accrue to the State (in 
the form of royalty payments, severence tax, 
and corporation franchise tax) and the bal
ance of these benefits or $78 million, would 
accrue to the local area (in the form of 
property taxes and wage and salary pay
ments). If there were only a 50-50 
chance of finding another Aneth oilfield 
within the proposed park area, a prudent 
man would be willing to pay only half the 
total value of a "certain" oilfield. If there 
were only a 25-percent chance of finding 
such a field, the value would. be worth only 
about one-fourth of the full amount. 

Oil drilling experience throughout the 
United States may be used upon which a 
probability calculation of finding a large oil
field may be based. The American Petro
leum Institute reported that in the years 
1952 through 1955 (for which data are avail
able) 5 of the 14,178 new field wildcat wells 
drilled resulted in the discovery of fields 
with a reserve of 50 million barrels or more. 
It is calculated on the basis of this discovery 
experience that the value of the probability 
of finding a large field within the Canyon
lands is worth about $2.2 million. To this 
value of the "chance" of finding a large oil
field must be added the $2.2 million benefits 
to the local area because of exploration ex
penditures. Thus the probabllity value of 
the economic benefits to the area of finding 
a field the size of Aneth is estimated to be 
about $4.4 million. This probability value 
of $4.4 million of an uncertain oilfield can 
be compared with the economic value to 
the local area which would result from a 
park. 

However, a comparison can be drawn be
tween a certain oilfield and a proposed park 
not just between an uncertain oilfield and a 
park. One would need to measure the in
come stream produced by both over a given 
period of time. As noted above, the benefits 
which would accrue to the local area from a 
large oilfield were estimated at about $78 
million. On a relatively modest scale of op
eration, the local income produced by the 
park during the period of construction and 
the first 25-year period of operation would 
amount to about $65 million, but in another 
3 years, with no increase in use, it would have 
produced an amount equal to the $78 million. 
The difference would be tb.at tlle oilfield at 
the end of its life would be exhausted 
whereas the park would go on producing 
income into the indefinite future. 

If actual park visits should prove to be 
higher than the estimated visits, the eco
nomic impact of park attendance wouid be 
even greater than indicated. If the attend
ance estimates of this report are high, or if 
interrupted by periods of decreased attend
ance, it would take longer for the · income 
stream from tourist spending to equal the 

benefits to the locai area of. an oil -and gas 
development. 

After carefully analyzing -an the data 
available, there is only one sensible con
clusion that can be drawn from the eco
nomic study on Canyonlands-which is 
that the economic potential to Utah from 
the park is greater than from any other 
use. There is an assured income in tour
ist dollars that such a magnificent and 
widely advertised national park would 
bring. It would be foolish to turn down 
those tourist dollars, along with the pres
tige and splendid recreational opportuni
ties for Utahans and all other Americans 
which the park would provide on the 
gamble that unlimited mineral prospect
ing and drilling for oil might, on some 
distant day, turn up a great strike-a 
strike larger and more rewarding than 
any found yet in Utah. No park or little 
spot parks would lose for Utah an as
sured continuing income from tourists, 
and would not assure mineral produc
tion. Canyonlands National Park would 
assure tourist income and permit con
tinued exploration for minerals as a sec
ondary use which would not injure or 
degrade the park. 

The area proposed for the Canyon
lands National Park amounts to less 
than three-fifths of 1 percent of Utah's 
54.3 million acres. But this small area 
could have the almost magic drawing 
power of a national park. The Moss 
bill would open up an area which is 
now almost inaccessible and which only 
a handful of people have ever seen. 

It would bring a new surge of pros
perity to the five Utah counties closest 
to the park and better times to all Utah. 
It would literally be a "mint" according 
to the Salt Lake Tribune news story on 
the economic report. 

And finally, it would give to the people 
of these United States a new and unique 
area for play and recreation-an area 
which is almost indescribable in its un
sullied beauty and grandeur, in its 
majestic sweep and timelessness. I will 
continue to do everything within my 
power to create the Canyonlands Na
tional Park. 

U.S. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, over the 

years, the U.S. transportation system, 
serving as an economic lifeline, has 
grown into a great, intricately complex, 
water-rail-road-air network for trade 
and commerce. 

Realistically, the Nation has found it 
difficult to adequately coordinate trans
portation policies administered by sep

-arate agencies and pertaining to differ-
- ing modes of transportation. 

Representing the Great Lakes region, 
I have a special interest in improving 
and updating national transportation 
policies. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway, completed 
in 1959, opened a new door of trade op
portunity for, the great industrial-agri
cultural complex or the Midwest. 

Unfortunately, however, governmental 
and nongovernmental trade patterns 
have not yet been adequately revised to 
take full advantage of the seaway route 
-for trade and commerce. The creation 
of more uniform policies throughout 
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our system. would, I believe, result in 
fairer treatment of all segments of the 
economy and areas of th~ Nation in the 
shipment of goods under Federal pro
grams, millions of dollars in savings to 
U.S. taxpayers, and provide for more ef
ficient and economical nongovernmental, 
a.swell as governmental, transportation. 

For these reasons I, joined by seven 
other Senators earlier this week, urged 
the release by the President of a De
partment of Commerce study on U.S. 
transportation system completed in No
vember 1961. The purpose was to enable 
the Nation to utilize the information as 
a launching pad for efforts to improve 
practices and procedures. 

The President's message on transpor
tation today-coincidental in timing
will, I hope, provide a key to improving 
such procedures and policies for better 
meeting the ever-growing needs of the 
Nation. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
the jointly signed letter printed at this 
pointin the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Hon. JOHN F. KENNEDY, 
President of the United States. 

DEAR MR. PREsmENT: We, as Senators from 
the Great Lakes region, respectfully urge 
release of the study by the Department of 
Commerce of U.S. transportation policies-
which, we understand, was completed in 
November 1961. 

Over the years, the U.S. transportation sys
tem--serving as an economic lifeline-has 
grown into a great, intricately complex, wa
ter, road, rail, air network for trade and 
commerce. 

Realistically, the Nation has found it dif
ficult to adequately coordinate transporta
tion policies-administered by separate agen
cies-and pertaining to differing modes of 
transportation. 

Representing the Great Lakes region, we 
have a special interest in improving and up
dating of national transportation policies. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway-completed in 
;t.959-opened a new door of trade oppor
tunity for the great industrial-agricultural 
complex of the Midwest. Unfortunately, 
however, governmental and nongovern
mental trade patterns have not yet been 
adequately revised to take full advantage of 
the seaway route for trade and commerce. 

Recognizing this situation, we recom
mended, in 1961, a special study on Defense 
Department policies relating to the ship
ment of military goods overseas. In re
sponse, the Department appointed a special 
task force to undertake a comprehensive 
analysis of its shipping procedures and poli
cies. Completed in January 1962, the study 
revealed that-within the Department
there exists a wide range of differing prac
tices and often uncoordinated policies. 

Let us cite some examples. According to 
the study: Wide discrepancies exist in in
land freight rates; e.g., as between Midwest 
to Atlantic and gulf ports; and Midwest to 
Great Lakes ports; there were instances in 
which procurement agencies failed com
pletely to consider Great Lakes ports in their 
contracting procedures for shipment of ma
terials; there ls a lack of information outlets 
to governmental shippers on the advantages 
of Great Lakes Seaway shipping; approxi
mately $840,000 could have been saved by 
use of Great Lakes ports for shipment of 
military cargo duri_ng 1961-if all factors 
were considered-including making available 
adequate amounts of American-flag ship-
ping. · 

The creating of more uniform policies, 
then-not just within a single department, 

but throughout our system-would, we be
lieve, result in: Fairer treatment of all ~eg
ments of the economy and areas of the Na
tion in the shipment of goods under Federal 
programs; mllllon:i of dollars in savings to 
U.S. taxpayers; and provide for a more effi
cient and economical nongovernmental, as 
well as governmental, transportation system. 

For these reasons, then, we respectfully 
urge early release of the Department of Com
merce study of U.S. transportation which, 
we understand, awaits your approval. 

If adequate in scope, analysis, objectivity, 
and constructive recommendations the study, 
we believe, will provide a key to improving 
procedures and policies for better meeting 
the ever-growing needs of a rapidly progress
ing nation. 

With appreciation for the consideration we 
know you will give this matter, we remain, 

Sincerely, 
ALEXANDER WILEY, of Wisconsin; EvERETl' 

McKINLEY DIRKSEN, of Illinois; PAUL 
H. DOUGLAS, of Illinois; FRANK J. 
LAUSCHE, of Ohio; PATRICK V. McNA
MARA, of Michigan; VANCE HARTKE, of 
Indiana; WILLIAM PROXMIRE, of Wis
consin; STEPHEN M. YOUNG, of Ohio. 

ADDRESS BY HON. THEODORE R. 
McKELDIN BEFORE PILGRIM 
CHAPTER OF DEM OLAY 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to insert into the 
RECORD the remarks of the Honorable 
Theodore R. McKeldin to the Pilgrim 
chapter, Order of DeMolay, in Harris
burg, Pa., on March 31, 1962. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF THEODORE R. McKELDIN, PILGRIM 

CHAPTER, ORDER OF DEMOLAY, HARRISBURG, 
PA., MARCH 31, 1962 
In the past three decades I have left my 

home many times to keep speaking engage
ments over the length and breadth of this 
country, but when I come to Harrisburg to 
visit with the Pilgrim chapter of DeMolay, 
it ls not like leaving home at all; indeed, it 
is like coming home. 

Since 1939, when I addressed your anni
versary banquet in the old Harrisburg Con
sistory Bullding, I have been with you at 
your annual dinners a full score of times
missing only three in all the intervening 
years-and I missed those three only with 
great reluctance because of the pressures of 
official business or for other causes that could 
not be surmounted at the times. 

I say I missed them with great reluctance 
because I truly have come to enjoy these 
visits-and to keep up with old acquain
tances-and to make new friends as your 
order grows with the rising generations. 

Even before 1939-the year before--ln 
1938--1 was close by, in Hershey, to address 
the annual Conclave of the Associated Chap
. ters of DeMolay in Pennsylvania. 

Through those wonderful years, I have 
made many friends among you--some active 
now in the prime of their lives and their 
years of accomplishments-some with the 
happy satisfaction of years of community 
bullding and human advancement behind 
them-and some of fond memory who have 
gone to their heavenly rewards. 

I would like to name all of those friends, 
even as I see many of you seated before me, 
and with me here at the head table. Time, 
of course, prohibits that. But two stand out 
in my pleasant and grateful thoughts to
night as I know they stand out in your af
fections. One, happily, is among us-a great 
leader-a great Mason of national note and 
accomplishment--a great pioneer of DeMo
lay. He ls, of course, the esteemed Wilbur 
L. Minich, the adviser of Pilgrim chapter-

and the only member of the original advisory 
councU who stlll is associated with the 
chapter. 

He assumed that office with the founding 
of the chapter on March 3, 1925--only 6 years 
after the Order of DeMolay was founded in 
Kansas City, Mo., in 1919. And since that 
date more than 4,300 boys and young men-
15 to 21 years old-have been initiated into 
the chapter and the great alms and purposes 
of the order. What a magnificent tribute 
to man. What a .wonderful succession of 
generations he helped to launch or maintain 
on the high road of patriotism-love of 
home-love of family-and respect and un
derstanding between parents and children. 

The honors that have come through the 
years of his labors have been well deserved 
by Wilbur Minich. He was invested with 
the Honorary Legion of Honor and the Cross 
of Honor by the supreme council. He was 
awarded the Founder's Cross by the late 
Frank S. Land, the founder of DeMolay. He 
was district deputy of the supreme council 
for southeast central Pennsylvania from 1932 
to 1959. He received the 33d degree of the 
Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of Free
masonry in Boston, Mass. in 1948. And he 
ls a past officer of all York Rite Masonic 
bodies in Harrisburg. When he was wor
shipful master of Harrisburg Lodge No. 629, 
I was honored to be the 40th anniversary 
banquet speaker on May 12, 1943. A great 
man among the great of Freemasonry, and 
I know that all of you join me in my tribute 
to him tonight. 

Unhappily, the other who stands out so 
vividly in my .memory among these fammar 
scenes ls with us no more-but he will live 
as long as there ls Masonry and an Order 
of DeMolay in Harrisburg. He will live in 
his works, his accomplishments and his con
tagious enthusiasm which never can die. He, 
of course, was Ralph M. Lehr. 

Ralph Lehr became a member and chair
man of the advisory council of Pilgrim chap
ter in 1937, and served in that capacity untll 
he died a year ago last month. There was 
another Mason to warrant our pride in the 
great organization and the men who made it 
great. I know I was proud of his friend
ship-proud, indeed, of just knowing him as 
I attended the induction ceremonies in Phila
delphia when he became grand master of 
Masons in Pennsylvania in 1954. In that 
year, too, he was invested with the DeMolay 
Honorary Legion of Honor. He had become a 
33d degree Mason in the Ancient Accepted 
Scottish Rite of Freemasonry in Cincinnati 
in 1943. He, too, held office in all the York 
Rite Masonic bodies in Harrisburg. I was the 
speaker at his banquet in 1930 when he was 
worshipful master of Harrisburg lodge. 

Yes, there ls a great role to be played by 
Freemasonry and DeMolay in the precarious 
and dangerous years that lie before us-and 
if we are prepared to cope with the part, it 
is because of the leadership and inspiration 
we are receiving today from such men as 
Wilbur Minich-and because of the undying 
lessons of love and loyalty and faith in our 
God that came to us from men like Ralph M . 
Lehr. 

SMITH KLINE & FRENCH FOR
EIGN FELLOWSHIPS FOR MEDICAL 
STUDENTS 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am de

lighted that three medical students from 
Pennsylvania have been awarded Smith 
Kline & French foreign fellowships for 
medical students. 

They are William E. Lathan, a student 
at Hahnemann Medical College, whose 
mother, Mrs. Stanley E. Lathan, resides 
at 5313 Kershaw Street, Philadelphia 
Pa.; Lewis Merklin, Jr., a student at 
Temple University School of Medicine, 
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whose parents, Dr. and Mrs. Lewis 
Merklin, reside at 42 Derwen Road, Bala
Cynwyd, Pa.; Joel J. Nobel, a student at 
the Jefferson Medical College of Phila
delphia, whose mother, Dr. Golda R. 
Nobel, resides at 2006 Delancey Place, 
Philadelphia, Pa. They will spend 
several months during 1962 working in 
Ilesha, Nigeria; New Delhi, India; and 
Kathmandu, Nepal, respectively. 

I understand that 92 American medical 
students have received Smith & French 
fellowships since the program was 
originated. It sends senior medical 
students to remote areas of the world for 
about 10 weeks of work and study. They 
learn how medicine is practiced in dif
ferent lands. They study diseases which 
are rare in the United States and learn 
at first hand how acute is the need for 
medical knowledge in other countries. 
Not the least of their roles is to serve as 
good-will ambassadors for our country 
abroad. The program is sponsored by 
Smith Kline & French Laboratories and 
is administered by the Association of 
American Medical Colleges. 

I congratulate the students on their 
achievements and Smith Kline & French 
for its important contribution to person
to-person diplomacy of the highest order. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: 
News release from his office, dated March 

21, 1962, and distributed to all North Da
kota newspapers, radio and television sta
tions, dealing with sundry agricultural sub
jects. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is 
there further morning business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning busi
ness? If not, morning business is closed. 

UNITED NATIONS BONDS 
PURCHASE 

Under the previous order, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 
2768) to promote the foreign policy of 
the United States by authorizing the 
purchase of United Nations bonds and 
the appropriation of funds therefor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
allotted under the unanimous-consent 
agreement be under the control of the 
Senator who will be in charge of the bill, 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN], instead of under the 
control of the majority leader. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 
the concurrence of the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
the Senator in charge of the bill now 
before the Senate, I yield from the time 
on the bill such time as the Senator from 
California [Mr. KUCHEL] desires. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I am grateful to· my 
able friend. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from California is 
recogn_ized. 

HOLLYWOOD MOTION PICTURE AND 
TELEVISION MUSEUM 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on June 
1, 1961, I had the honor to report on the 
first phase of the efforts of the Holly
wood Motion Picture and Television Mu
seum Commission, an official agency of 
the county of Los Angeles, the chairman 
of which is a distinguished leader in the 
motion picture industry and my good 
friend, Mr. Sol Lesser. 

Members of the commission and other 
local government officials met at that 
time with representatives of many 
schools and educational institutions in 
southern California. They sought to 
elicit suggestions so that this museum, 
which is being established to record the 
achievements of these two great mediums 
of communication, might make a true 
cultural and educational contribution to 
the people, both young and old, of my 
State and Nation. 

I was pleased to be helpful in enlist
ing the support and cooperation of Sec
retary of Defense McNamara and the 
armed services. The Department of De
fense has cooperated wholeheartedly 
with the commission. As a result, a 
Government film and tape section will 
become a permanent part of this mu
seum. This is fitting recognition of the 
fine work which has been done in this 
area by the various armed services as 
well as other Government departments. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two letters pertaining to this 
particular aspect of the project be print
ed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COUNTY OF Los ANGELES, 
HOLLYWOOD MOTION PICTURE AND 
TELEVISION MUSEUM COMMISSION, 

Los Angeles, Calif., March 21, 19'62. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KUCHEL: I have the honor 
and considerable pleasure of reporting to 
you: 

1. The Los Angeles County Commission 
for the Hollywood Motion Picture, Television, 
Radio, and Recording Museum made the at
tached report from our governmental film 
and tape committee a part of our permanent 
minutes: 

"As an expression of the gratitude of the 
Hollywood Museum Commission to Hon. Rob
ert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense, and 
to all those whose names are listed in the 
report." 

2. Our commission also adopted the rec
ommendation: 

"The Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles 
County be informed of this action of our 
commission with the request that the chair
man of the board of supervisors express, to 
the Secretary of Defense, appreciation on 
behalf of the people of Los Angeles County." 

3. The Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles 
County approved this recommendation of our 
commission and the public expression of 
gratitude in the letter of March 15, 1962, from 
the chairman of the board of supervisors to 
Hon. Robert S. McNamara, Secretary of 
Defense. 

Our gratitude to Secretary McNamara, to 
you, Senator KucHEL, and to all the others 
listed in the report of our committee, is now 

a part of the permanent records of our com
mission and of our Los Angeles County Board 
of Supervisors. 

We believe that our citizens should know 
when there is such cooperation in the crea
tion of a public service institution as our 
Hollywood museum. 

Sincerely, 
SOL LESSER, 

Chairman, Hollywood Museum Commis
sion. 

COUNTY OF Los ANGELES, 
HOLLYWOOD MOTION PICTURE & 
TELEVISION MUSEUM COMMISSION, 

Los Angeles, Calif., March 7, 1962. 
Mr. SOL LESSER, 
Chairman, Los Angeles County-Hollywood 

Motion Picture & Television Museum 
Commission, Los Angeles, Calif. 

DEAR SIR: On behalf of the committee on 
governmental film and tape, I am pleased to 
report to you that the effective establish
ment of the Government film and tape sec
tion of the Hollywood Museum is fully as
sured. 

The visiting public from all over the 
United States and from all parts of the world 
will find here, when the Hollywood Museum 
is completed and open to the public, his
torical and educational collections and 
exhibits demonstrating the outstanding 
achievements and service, over the years, of 
our military service units in motion pictures, 
television, radio, and recording arts. 

We state, without hesitation, that we are· 
assured of all this, because of the remark
able and wholehearted cooperation we have 
received from the moment the Secretary of 
Defense received your original request. 

You, as chairman of the museum commis
sion, attended some of the ·meetings and 
witnessed the dedication and inspiring un
derstanding of representatives of the U.S. 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force 
who are working on this project. 

Their cooperation and inspiration are in
suring that the Hollywood Museum shall also 
become a national monument honoring the 
men and women of our Armed Forces who 
are rendering such outstanding service in 
the great field of communications. It will 
also assure a tremendous educational stimu
lus to adults and children alike. 

.Therefore, we earnestly recommend that 
this report be noted in the minutes of your 
meeting as a record of gratitude to the fol
lowing: 

Hon. Robert S. McNamara, Secretary of 
Defense, who so fully understood our pub
lic purpose and gave leadership and inspira
tion to the whole program. 

Hon. THOMAS H. KucHEL, U.S. Senator from 
California, for his advice and active coopera
ation. 

Hon. Arthur Sylvester, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Public Affairs), who has desig
nated the means and personnel by which our 
aims are already being realized. 

Mr. Bertram Kalisch, Chief, Audio-Visual 
Division of the Office of the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense, for calling the first meet
ing at the Pentagon and for organizing and 
counseling the work of this committee from 
the very beginning. 

Also to the following people who have 
represented their respective units effective
ly and who are rendering the creative service 
that assures the high order of success of 
this operation: 

Department of Defense personnel, Penta
gon: Mr. Donald Baruch, Office of the Un
der Secretary; Mr. Norman Hatch, Office of 
the Under Secretary; Mr. James A. Moses, 
Army Pictorial Service; Lt. Col. T. J. Saxon, 
U.S. Marine Corps; Maj. Robert Loesch, U.S. 
Army; Maj. John Walker, U.S. Air Force; Lt. 
Dale Patterson, U.S. Navy. 

U.S. Naval Photographic Center, Anacos
tia: Capt. Howard W. Crews, U.S. Navy, 
commanding officer; Mr. Walter Evans, 
Naval Film Production Office. 
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Armed Forces personnel, Los Angele~ 

military liaison group to the museum: Col. 
James Chesnutt, U.S. Army, chairman; Brig. 
Gen. James Hunter, U.S. Air· Force; CoL Lo
thar Sibert, U.S. Army, Armed Forces Radio · 
and Television Service; Capt. Pierre Sands, 
U.S. Navy, Navy Motion Picture Office; Lt. 
Col. Robert Blauvelt, U.S. Army; Lt. Col. 
Clement Stadlen, U.S. Marine Corps; Lt. 
Cmdr. Frank Coghlan, U.S. Navy. 

Museum governmental film and tape com
mittee: William Burke, 1961 commander, 
American Legion; Alfred Chamie, treasurer, 
Motion Picture Producers Association; Bart 
Conrad, Freelance William Hendricks, War
ner Bros. Studio; Frank McCarthy, Twentieth 
Century-Fox Studio; Peter Smith, MGM 
Studio. 

Sincerely yours, 
JULIAN LESSER, 

Chairman, Governmental Film and Tape 
Committee. 

IMPACTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS EN
TITLED TO AID-LET THE CON
GRESS LIVE UP TO THE LAW 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, for too 

long a time conflicting convictioru; and 
differing opinions have frustrated earn
est efforts to frame legislation which 
would bring the most effective coopera
tion of Federal, State, and local agencies 
to meet the crisis and to remedy defi
ciencies in public education in America. 

I deplore the inability of sincere, de
termined citizens to reach agreement on 
a sound, equitable plan to avert tragic 
neglect of the growing generations who 
are being shortchanged in the form of 
overcrowding, inadequate attention, 
part-time sessions, and insufficient 
facilities. 

While an impasse appears to have 
been encountered in dealing with the 
broad public education problem, the 
Congress repeatedly has recognized a 
particular obligation upon the Federal 
Government to assist in the construc
tion and operation of schools in what 
have been termed "federally impacted 
districts." There are some 4,000 of these 
in our Nation and the number of pupils 
is growing annually at a rate making it 
almost impossible to obtain current 
statistics. 

The Congress last year saw flt to enact 
legislation continuing the impacted aid 
program, in simple justice to hard
pressed, overburdened districts which 
must accommodate substantial numbers 
of children of parents in the Armed 
Forces and employed in Federal service. 

Experience has demonstrated that the 
funds appropriated last year are in
sufficient to make full payment of the 
entitlements to school districts under 
the law which we enacted in solemn 
recognition of an undeniable duty. 

Within a few days, a supplemental 
appropriations bill will be before this 
body, to supply urgently needed funds 
to avert assorted deficiencies and to meet 
unexpected needs during the current 
fl.seal year. This measure will be a ve
hicle by which the Congress can do 
simple justice to those harassed school 
superintendents and boards of trustees 
who will find it impossible otherwise te 
bridge the gap between revenues and 
expenses. 

I trust that the Senate will acknowl
edge our moral obligation and provide in 

that bill the required $15,707,000 to avert 
an otherwise severe cut in payments 
under Public Law 874, providing aid for 
school operations, as well as $7,092,000 
to prevent a smaller but no less painful 
shortage in funds for construction as
sistance under Public Law 815. 

The failure to include a total of ap
proximately $23 million in the supple
mental bill will do violent injury to tax
payers in every . one of our 50 States. 
With the largest number of federally 
connected students, my own State of 
California inevitably will be most griev
ously affected. 

I have been furnished with tables 
showing the precise amounts required 
in each category of funds to do justice 
to each individual State. I ask unani
mous consent to include these statements 
as part of my remarks. I invite my col
leagues to compute the degree of hard
ship which will be imposed upon their 
own constituents and the children at
tending their schools. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Payments to school districts by State, Public 

Law 874, as amended, fiscal year 1962 
(estimates) 

[Dollars] 

Amount Total 
available estimated Differ-

State or territory fl.seal year require- ence, 
1962 ap- ments col. 3 

propriation fl.seal year -col.2 
1962 

(1) (2) (3) 

TotaL _______ 231, 293, 000 247,000,000 15,707,000 

Alabama ___________ 4,968,700 5,323,700 355,000 Alaska ____________ _ 7,444,800 7,985,400 540,600 
Arizona ____________ 5,002,900 5,366,200 363,300 Arkansas ___________ 1,043,500 1,119,300 75,800 
California __________ 39,500,400 42,338,000 2,837,600 
Colorado ___________ 6,108,500 6,552,100 443,600 
Connecticut. _______ 2,005,200 2,150,800 145,600 
Delaware ___________ 934,300 952,800 18,500 Florida _____________ 7,189,800 7,632,800 443,000 

i:~ft:=========== 
7,326,000 7, 757,800 431,800 
4,849,100 5,201,200 352,100 Idaho ______________ 1,647,800 1,767,500 119,700 Illinois _____________ 3,573,100 3,829,800 256,700 Indiana ____ ________ 1,003,800 1,076, 700 72,900 Iowa _______________ 784,200 841,100 56,900 Kansas _____ ________ 5,233,700 5,613,800 380,100 

Kentucky __________ 4,451,800 4,555,800 104,000 
Louisiana __________ 991,400 1,063,400 72,000 Maine ______________ 1,797,900 1,928,300 130,400 
Maryland __________ 8,957,000 9,607,500 650,500 
Massachusetts ______ 6,553,800 7,006,100 452,300 
Michigan ___________ 1,437,600 1,521,700 84,100 
Minnesota _________ 561,100 601,800 40,700 
Mississippi_ ________ 1,611,900 1,729,000 117,100 
MissourL __ -------- 2,561,100 2,747,000 185,900 
Montana ___________ 1,690,000 1,812,700 122,700 
Nebraska ___________ 2,049,800 2,198,700 148,900 Nevada __ ___ ___ ____ 1,513,800 1,623,700 109,900 
New Hampshire ____ 1,299,200 1,393,500 94,300 
New Jersey _________ 4,084,700 4,376,600 291,900 
New Mexico _______ 5,000,500 5,363,600 363,100 
New York __________ 5,694,400 6,074,400 380,000 
North Carolina _____ 5,285,500 5,473,300 187,800 
North Dakota ______ 407,000 436,600 29,600 
Ohio _______________ 5,331,700 5,718,900 387,200 0 klahoma __________ 7,934,900 8,511,100 576,200 
Oregon __ __ ______ - _ - 997,500 1,069,100 71,600 
Pennsylvania _______ 5,376,300 5,743,500 367,200 
Rhode Island _______ 1,951, 000 2,120,700 169,700 
South Carolina _____ 3,717,100 3,978,700 261,600 
South Dakota ______ 2,085,300 2,236,600 151,300 Tennessee __________ 2,315,400 2,483,500 168, 100 Texas ______________ 13,303,600 14,269,700 966,100 
Utah_-- - ----------- 1,979,100 2,122,800 143,700 

~:~~~~========== 
111,700 119,800 8,100 

18,313,900 19,472,800 1,158,900 
Washington __ ______ 8,823,000 9,463,700 640,700 
West Virginia _____ _ 136,500 146,400 9,900 
Wisconsin __________ 650,200 697,400 47,200 
Wyoming __________ 792,900 850,500 57,600 
Guam_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - 817,700 877,100 59,400 
Puerto Rico ________ 1,930,000 1,930,000 
Virgin Islands ______ 55,900 60,000 4,100 
Wake Island _______ 105,000 105,000 ---------· 

Construction aid by State, Public Law 815, 
as amended, fiscal year 1962 (estimates) 

Amount Total 
available estimated Difference 

State or tc1Titory fl.seal year require- between 
1962 ap- ment cols. 2 

propriation fl.seal year and 3 
1962 

(1) (2) (3) 

TotaL _______ $54,850,000 $61,942,000 $7,092,000 

Alabama___________ 1,427,300 1,646,400 219,100 
Alaska_____________ 2,361, 100 2,447, 300 86,200 
Arizona____________ 1,379,500 1,552,900 173,400 
Arkansas___________ 542, 900 626, 300 83, 400 
California__________ 7,923,200 9,039,900 1,116,700 
Colorado___________ 478, 400 551,800 73, 400 
Connecticut________ 690,200 796,200 106,000 
Delaware __________ ______ _____ ____ __________ ----------
Florida_____________ 433, 100 499,600 66, 500 
Georgia____________ 816,000 941,300 125, 300 
Hawaii___________ 1,515,600 1,748,300 232,700 
Idaho______________ 523, 700 604,100 80,400 
Illinois_____________ 84,800 97,800 13,000 
Indiana____________ 769, 200 887,300 118, 100 
Iowa _______________ 273,900 316,000 42,100 
Kansas_____________ 1,693,400 1,845,900 152,500 
Ken~~cky __________ 886, 700 907, 700 21,000 
Lou1s1ana __ ________ ------------ __ __ ________ ----------
Maine______________ 1,061,600 1,147,800 86,200 
Maryland__________ 1, 904, 800 2, 197, 200 292, 400 
Massachusetts______ 1,104,800 1, 166, 900 62, 100 
Michigan___________ 2,575, 900 2,971,400 395, 500 
Minnesota__________ 12, 800 14,800 2,000 
Mississippi.._______ 798,300 920, 900 122, 600 
Missouri. ______ · ____ 1,433,200 1,522,700 89,500 
Montana___________ 886,300 1,022,400 136, 100 
Nebraska___________ 593, 700 684,900 91,200 
Nevada____________ 258,800 298,500 39,700 
New Hampshire____ 286,700 330,700 44,000 
New Jersey_________ 848,600 978,900 130,300 
New Mexico________ 3,509,400 4,048,200 538,800 
New York__________ 2,020,800 2,300,000 279,200 
North Carolina_____ 991,400 1,143,600 152,200 
North Dakota______ · 677, 700 781, 700 104,000 
Ohio_______________ 619,600 714,700 95,100 
Oklahoma________ __ 1, 988, 200 2,267,300 279, 100 
Oregon_ _________ __ _ 572,900 660,900 88,000 Pennsylvania ________________________________________ _ 
Rhode Island_______ 171,200 197,500 26,300 
South Carolina_____ 729,000 814,800 85,800 
South Dakota_____ _ 566,400 653,400 87,000 
Tennessee___ __ ____ _ 207,000 238,800 31,800 
Texas __ ____________ 2,886,700 3,329,900 443,200 
Utah______________ _ 452,900 522,400 69,500 
Vermont ________ _______________ ------------ ----------· 
Virginia____________ 2,023,500 2,272,800 249,300 
Washington________ 1,459,100 1,618,600 159,500 
West Virginia ______ ------------ ------------ --------- -
Wisconsin__________ 20,400 23,500 3,100 
Wyoming_____ _____ $169,600 $195,600 $26,000 
Guam______________ 1,124, 700 1,297,400 172, 700 
Puerto Rico___ _____ 195,000 195,000 ----------
Virgin Islands __________________ ------------ --------- -
Wake Island _______ ____________ ------------ --- - ------
Technical services__ 900,000 900,000 ----------

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, less 
than a year ago, in trying to stave off 
threatened undermining of the schools 
which educate federally connected chil
dren, I told this Senate that "local school 
districts ought not to suffer the heavy 
additional financial blow which is about 
to fall upon them. Property owners in 
most instances cannot bear the burden." 
With gratification, I joined in passage 
of a bill which did promise to ward off 
such a blow. And now, because the ex
ecutive branch was unable to prevent 
such action by Congress, we find that 
the injury is about to be inflicted by 
failure to request a supplemental appro
priation. 

I submit, Mr. President, that if the 
administration still feels the Federal 
Government does not have the obliga
tion which I-and an overwhelming ma
jority in both this and the other body
f eel it does, the honest, the truly Amer
ican way is to renew efforts to change 
the basic law, not to rob our children. 
To ignore the basic fact that 1961 esti
mates have been exceeded and to decline 
blithely to request funds necessary to 
discharge an obligation is, in my view, 
unconscionable as well as tragic. 
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- Since it became obvious available 
funds will be 8 percent short of the total 
needed, and apparently the requested 
1963 total would mean an even greater 
deficiency next year of about 19 percent, 
I have been deluged with pathetic ap
peals from my State. School authorities 
up and down California have described 
to me in graphic terms the frustrating 
problem conf ranting them. The Calif or
nia State superintendent of public in
struction as early as February warned 
me of the consequences of failure by 
Congress to vote these deficiency appro
priations. I ask unanimous consent that 
his letter to me may be printed as part 
of these remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 

Sacramento, Calif., February 27, 1962. 
Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR _ KUCHEL: In a letter dated 
February 15, 1962, from me, your support 
to meet the current year's deficit in Public 
~aws 874 and 815 by a supplemental appro
priation was urged. The letter indicated, 
and we understood that such a supple
mental appropriation was being recom
mended by the U.S. Office of Education. Ad
ditional information received indicates that 
:µo such recommendation will be made by 
'fhat agency. 

It seems apparent that independent con
gressional action must be taken to amend a 
current appropriation bill if full entitle
ment under the law is to be made available 
to federally impacted school districts. The 
current year's deficit in Public Law 874 funds 
amounts to about $15.7 million in total and 
means $2.5 to $3 million to California school 
districts educating pupils connected with 
federally owned property. 

We further understand that the amount 
to be appropriated for fl.seal 1963 is the 
amount now appropriated for fl.seal 1962. 
This means an impending deficit in fiscal 
1963 of 19 -percent. California districts will 
receive more than $6 million less under 
Public Law 874 than the entitlement com
puted under the law would lead them to 
anticipate. 

We are sorry that our prior understanding 
of the facts proved incorrect. We urge you 
to take any appropriate action that will re
sult in an appropriation permitting the pay
ment of full entitlement under Public Laws 
874 and 815 for fiscal years 1962 and 1963. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROY E. SIMPSON. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, from 
the literally scores of telegrams, letters, 
and resolutions reaching me from Cali
fornia, I have received a new insight in
to the importance of this program. For 
instance, I should like to point out that 
in Alameda County any welshing on our 
promised assistance will be felt in 28 of 
35 districts, four-fifths of them all. In 
the important naval-base city of San 
Diego, with the greatest number of 
federally connected students in a single 
community of the Nation, these funds 
cover the cost of educating 25 percent of 
the regular daily attendance. 

The Congress cannot overlook the fact 
that school districts, following our ex
tension of the law last year, made their 
plans and formulated their budgets with 
rightful expectation the Federal Govern
ment would keep its word. This was 

emphasized to me in one letter which 
said: 

We plan our educational program on an
ticipated income from three major sources: 
Federal, State, and local. Staff members are 
employed, and materials, supplies, and equip
ment are purchased on these budget esti
mates. When one source of budgeted reve
nue is curtailed, it creates a tremendous 
financial problem because prior commitments 
have been made. 

Another school board tells me it has 
"already made cutbacks in our budget 
for the 1962-63 fiscal year and unless we 
can expect receipt of some form of Fed
eral aid we will have to make still 
further reductions." And still another 
comments they "cannot complete our 
educational program planning and can
not accurately determine our budget be
cause of the deficiency problem." The 
story is well told in a sentence from a 
school official adjacent to Vandenberg 
Air Force Base saying: 

Eight thousand and forty-six dollars and 
sixty-five cents is a lot of money to a small 
school district that has a rather low tax 
'\Taluation and that must provide for federally 
impacted children. 

Doubtless comments of these types 
could be multiplied many times by wor
ried education officials in every section 
of this land. In my view, the figures 
which I have received speak eloquently 
of the reason why these supplemental 
funds must be voted. 

FALLOUT SHELTER SCHEMES-LET 
US STOP FURTHER WASTE OF 
TAXPAYERS' MONEY 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
YOUNG] as much time on the bill as he 
may desire. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I believe I shall 
need 15 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Ohio is recog
nized for 15 minutes on the bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
last August in the midst of the Berlin 
crisis, the President requested and the 
Congress appropriated $207,600,000 for 
surveys for fallout shelters in Govern
ment buildings. At that time I reluc
tantly opposed the administration and 
attempted unsuccessfully to strike that 
appropriation from the Department of 
Defense appropriation bill. It was my 
belief then and it is now that this ex
penditure will prove an utter waste of 
taxpayers' money. 

At that time no hearings were held in 
the Senate Committee on Appropriations 
regarding this request. The Secretary of 
Defense himself admitted that the ·sub
committee involved was not afforded the 
opportunity of giving its customary and 
careful consideration to this appropria
tion. Although the international situa
tion is no less critical, the hysteria and 
fear of last summer have subsided. We 
can now calmly appraise the results of 
this hastily approved appropriation. 

I assert that not one American is one 
whit safer in event of nuclear war as the 
result of this $207 million . expenditure. 
Furthermore; the- appropriation of this 
vast sum of taxpayers' money has in no 

way deterred the aggressive intentions 
and actions of Communist dictators. 
· What has been acC'Omplished? First, 
many people made a great deal of 
money. It encouraged all kinds of com
mercial exploitation by shelter builders, 
many of them fly-by-night concerns, 
whose salesmen went from door to door 
showing movies of nuclear explosions and 
frightening people into buying shelters 
and stocking them with food they often 
could not afford. Contractors and 
grocers have benefited. 

Many of these contractors are legiti
mate businessmen taking advantage of 
a good opportunity. Some, however, 
crawled out from under the rocks to 
prey on their neighbors' fears and anx
ieties. To attest to this fact one has 
only to see some of the advertisements 
for fallout shelters umler investigation 
by the Federal Trade Commission. 

In the Washington Evening Star of 
March 26, 1962, there appeared an excel
lent article by Sylvia Porter, one of our 
country's leading financial commenta
tors, entitled "1962's Consumer Gyps." 
Miss Porter points out the fact that the 
most lucrative consumer gyp item in 
1962 was fallout shelter program 
schemes. I commend this outstanding 
column to my colleagues and ask unani
mous consent that this portion of it re
lating to fallout shelters be printed in 
the RECORD as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
Mar. 26, 1962) 

CONSUMER GYPS OF 1962 
( By Sylvia Porter) 

When publicity abm:t fallout shelters was 
reaching crescendo a few months ago, a 
Long Island salesman set up a fl.rm called 
U.S. Fall-Out Shelters, Inc. Its salesmen, 
representing themselves as connected with 
civil defense authorities (untrue), talked 
homeowners into paying up to $1,000 toward 
the construction of shelters and pledged the 
work would be completed within 2 weeks. 

In most cases, construction wasn't even 
started. The firm has now been enjoined 
from engaging in "fr!:1,udulent and illegal 
acts." 

Still at the top of the consumer gyp parade 
in 1962 are home improvement rackets-and 
fallout shelter frauds are the latest twist. 
In 1962 alone, the estimate is unscrupulous 
contractors will fleece the American public 
out of at least $1.5 billion. While fly-by
nighters are a fringe of the home improve
ment industry, they're growing fat with 
profits because the market is constantly ex
panding, the crooks are, as the fallout shel
ter gimmick indicates, impressively imagina
tive, and the American public remains 
asto~ndingly naive. 

BAIT AND SWITCH 

Inexpensive fallout shelters also are being 
used as a lure in the old "bait and switch" 
game. You'll see an ad for a shelter at low 
cost, say under $200, and if you send in an 
inquiry, a salesman will come to your home. 
He'll · debunk your need for a shelter, tell 
you to spend your money instead on a "base
ment playroom which will be just as safe 
and an investment,. too." If you take the 
bait and switch, you may be sure your 
playroom will cost much more than $200. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Incidentally, 
when President Kennedy took office, Leo 
A. Hoegh, Director under the Eisenhower 
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administration of the now defunct 
boondoggling Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization, left for Chicago to become 
vice president in charge of sales of 
the civil defense shelter building pro
gram of the Wonder Building Corp. 
According to a recent report, Mr. Hoegh 
and Wonder Building have been reaping 
a rich financial harvest. While in pub
lic office, Mr. Hoegh consistently urged 
Americans to build fallout shelters. 
This is the same ex-Governor of Iowa 
who, when he was denied a second term 
by the citizens of Iowa to the $12,000 
per annum position as Governor of that 
State was rewarded by appointment to 
a $22,500 position as Director of the Office 
of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
. Also, an insidious moral twist has crept 
.into our national thinking. Theolo
gians, philosophers, and everyday citi
zens are pondering the question as to 
whether it is proper to kill one's shelter
less neighbor or his children should they 
attempt to enter your shelter in event 
of a nuclear attack. This is not just 
idle talk. Reams of articles, pro and 
con, have been written on it. Leading 
churchmen and thinkers of all faiths 
have spoken out on it. 

Mr. President, there was a time in our 
history when it was taken for granted 
that neighbors would come to the aid of 
one another when disaster threatened. 
It was this spirit which helped build our 
country and make it great. It is a sad 
commentary on our times that anyone 
constructing a fallout shelter should be 
quoted as threatening to shoot a neigh
bor's child if that child tried to enter 
his shelter at a time of emergency and 
panic. Yet many men have made such 
statements. Of course, such men would 
not be fit persons to help rebuild an 
America devastated in an atomic 
attack. 

This year the administration has re
quested $695 million for civil defense pur

, poses, $460 million of which is earmarked 
for Federal incentive grants for shelter 
construction in selected comm.unity 
buildings. It is my hope that before we 
embark on such a useless, if not fool
hardy, program, we carefully review this 
proposal and its consequen~es. 

May I say at the outset that it is my 
fervent belief that .fallout shelters would 
be of little, if any, protection in a nuclear 
war. Few could object to the journey of 
mankind back into the caves if it were 
known that these shelters wuuld def end 
us in an atomic holocaust. This is a very, 
very slim possibility. Those making it 
to their shelters in the 15 to 20 minutes 
available-if our warning systems are 
perfect, and they are not near that to
day-would await prpbable entombment 
by the pulverizing blast of the bomb or 
suffocation from the firestorms expected 
to follow the blast. 

During the Second World War, 60,000 
residents of Hamburg, Germany, per-

. ished in their shelters from suffocation 
caused by firestorms as a result-of an in
tensive bombing raid on July 27, 1943. 
This raid was infinitesimal in its de
structive power compared with that of 
one atomic bomb with a one megaton 
yield. 

It is estimated that the lethal radio
active fallout from a lO'megaton thermo-

nuclear explosion would cover several 
thousand square miles. The resulting 
firestorm would cover an area of 5,000 
square miles. Our cities would be blazing 
pyres and a mass of radioactive debris. 
Shelters in the target area would be 
crushed. Any who managed to escape 
these blazing tombs would be killed by 
the firestorms and explosions raging for 
miles around. 

There is no reason to expect that an 
enemy who hopes to knock us out with 
one massive blow, would be so merciful 
as to use just one 10 megaton explosive 
on a given target. There would be no 
outside help arriving, no medical sup
plies, food, water, or transportation. 
Any who managed to survive and ~o 
climb back into the world would find it 
knee deep in radioactive debris. What 
was left of our cities would be an unin
habitable desert. Death would merely 
be delayed. Radiation would probably 
eventually catch up with those in shelters 
far enough away from the blast area to 
escape demolition. 

A national shelter program would have 
to be concentrated in our major cities 
which hold not only the bulk of our pop
ulation but the keystone of our social 
and industrial structure. Yet, it is pre
cisely in these cities that these shelters 
would be least useful, if they have any 
use whatsoever. 

One eminent scientist wrote a syndi
cated series of articles about his $30 
backyard shelter. This very same shelter 
was completely destroyed in the brush 
fire in the Los Angeles area a few months 
ago. A thermonuclear explosion would 
not be a brush fire. Another prominent 
physicist asserted that an adequate 
shelter would cost from $3,000 to $5,000. 
The Federal Government says $150. 
There are all kinds of conflicting esti
mates both as to the effectiveness and 
the cost of these shelters. The public is 
bewildered and confused. 

Mr. President, I would not be opposed 
to a shelter-building program if I 
thought there was some probability that 
it would be of real use in saving Ameri
can lives. However, even those favor
ing such a program have testified that to 
be at all effective it would require an 
eventual expenditure of anywhere from 
$50 billion to $200 billion. 

The very real problem of obsolescence 
also exists. It is quite apparent from 
the extensive advances being made today 
in rocket and nuclear technology that 
any shelter program v·ould conceiv
ably be obsolete before it was half com
pleted. Then, there is also the possibility 
of even more deadly types of warfare
chemical and biological warfare. Cer
tainly, were an aggressor to unleash the 
horror of a thermonuclear war, he 
would have no misgivings about using 
other methods equally as terrifying. 
Modern warfare is keyed to hunt down 
the civilian wherever he is. Morality in 
warfare would be a thing of the past. All 

· of the deadly diseases-and some not 
even known to the public at large-are 
now in the arsenals of the major powers 
primed for instant use. 

Unless we are prepared to embark on 
such a vast gamble it seems futile to 
me to waste additional hundreds of mil

. lions of taxpayers' dollars on schemes 

which are, in reality, nothing more than 
expensive doses of psychological pablum 
for a frightened and bewildered public 
seeking some way out of the dilemma of 
our times. It would be far better to 
spend this money strengthening our 
Armed Forces and our retaliatory ca
pability so that no aggressor would dare 
attack us. 

Gen. Curtis LeMay, Chief of Staff of 
the Air Force, in commenting on fallout 
shelters some months ago said: 

I don't think I would put that much 
money into holes in the ground to crawl 
into, that I would rather spend more of it 
in offensive weapons in the first place. 

In my opinion this expenditure is im
practical because it will offer no protec
tion worth mentioning at a cost that 
would be a tremendous burden on our 
economy. It is also dangerous in that 
it fosters the delusion that there is some 
measure of security in a nuclear war. 
We cannot bury our heads in the sand 
and ref use to realize the consequences of 
such a disaster. 

The truth is that people living far 
enough away from the blast area might 
be able to protect themselves for the· first 
48 hours of intense radiation, perhaps 
even the first 2 weeks. After that their 
chances for survival are indeed slim. 
It has been estimated that the radio
active cloud from a single relatively 
si;nall nuclear bomb may be expected to 
cover an area downwind for fully 200 
miles, No one knows how many bombs 
would fall or what weather conditions 
would be at that time. This is only one 
of the innumerable unanswerable ''ifs" 
involved in a massive shelter building 
program. 

It is my fervent hope that those now 
charged with the responsibility for pro
tection of our civilians in time of war 
will immediately embark on a vigorous 
and continuing campaign of education 
on realistic self-protection in a nuclear 
war using all media of communication 
at our command-television, radio, 
newspapers, magazines, and our schools. 

Furthermore, no reasonable person 
would object to the Federal Govern
ment's advising citizens on the type, ef
fectiveness, and cost of various fallout 
shelters. A modest amount of money 
could be appropriated for research and 
dissemination of this information. If 
the individual citizen then wants to 
build his own shelter and feels that he 
lives in an area where it could possibly 
be of some use to him and his family, 
perhaps as a recreation room, that is 
his business. He would be putting his 
money in circulation by helping a build
ing contractor. 

Mr. President, it may seem unbeliev
able, but at this late date there are still 
some civil defense officials advocating 
the thoroughly discredited theory of 
evacuation of our cities. Secretary of 
Defense McNamara himself suggested 
that the Cuyahoga County, Ohio, civil 
defense organization abandon its policy 
of evacuation. Cleveland, Ohio's larg
est city and the seventh largest in the 
Nation, is located in Cuyahoga County. 
As late as December 11, 1961, John J. 

. Polrnrny, well paid civil defense director 
of that county, said his office is still in 
favor of evacuation. 
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Only a few months ago, in Cuyahoga 
County, the citizens of Cleveland were 
urged, in case of disaster, to evacuate 
that city and flee toward Lorain, 25 
miles distant. At the same time the citi
zens of Lorain were told to evacuate 
Lorain and run to Cleveland. If that 
were to happen, there would be the 
worst traffic jam anyone has ever ex
perienced. 

It was our hope that when the boon
doggling Office of Civil and Defense Mo.;. 
bilization was abolished and its functions 
transferred to the Department of De
fense, that such muddled thinking and 
planning would go with it. Apparently, 
this has not happened. At local and 
State levels the same political hacks are 
still riding the civil defense gravy train. 
If our Nation's mayors and Governors 
seriously believe that this program is 
urgent, why have not these boondogglers 
been replaced with men of stature and 
competence? 

President Kennedy has called for sac
rifice in this time of emergency. Surely, 
it is not too much sacrifice for Ameri
cans to provide protection for themselves 
and their families. It is the duty of their 
Government to advise them on how to 
do this-if such a thing is possible-but 
not to do it for them. Our forefathers 
in settling this land and in pushing back 
the frontier knew this well. 

All of us can be proud of the thou
sands of patriotic Americans who, as 
volunteers, gave their time and effort 
often at great risk to themselves in times 
of flood, fire, and other natural disasters, 
These Americans have, and always will, 
continue to help their neighbors regard
less of the doubtful leadership of paid 
civil defense officials safe behind desks. 

Mr. President, I urge the administra
tion to reevaluate this problem. Mass 
evacuation was offered as the panacea 
only a few years ago, but it is now seen 
as an illusion. Fallout shelters are no 
better. The basic fact about nuclear war 
is that organized society cannot survive 
it. No amount of warnings, sermons, or 
reams · of type will change this fact. It 
would be wiser to face the truth squarely 
than to evade it by talking of the survival 
of some individuals. 

Let us not dig holes in the ground to 
hide in while waiting for the conquerors 
to come. Let us do what we have done 
before. Let us strengthen our tremen
dous power of retaliation, so that no dic
tator will dare attack us. 

The President's desire to off er Amer
icans some form of survival insurance in 
event of nuclear attack is laudable. Cer
tainly some sensible forms of catastrophe 
planning are in order. However, I as
sert that it is not sound planning to di
vert substantial resources and effort into 
a program which offers very little true 
assurance and which could well assume 
the proportions of a boundless boon
doggle, and which encourages a cruel il
lusion of security. 

It is better for us to face the fact that 
no modern society can survive all-out 
nuclear war, than to delude ourselves 
by inadequate efforts to try to assure the 
survival of some individuals. All agree 
that we live in a grim period of interna
tional anarchy. · However, we must not 
allow this to cloud our judgment regard-

ing defense of civilians. We should not 
embark on expensive schemes that will 
prove of no real value in event of war. 
The civil defense requests should be 
carefullY scrutinized before. additional 
taxpayers' money is wasted. 

I expect to oppose any such appr9pria-:: 
tions for civilian defense shelter surveys 
and construction. . 

We have already wasted more than 
$1,100 million on civil defense as con
ducted by the now happily defunct Of
fice of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 
We should call a halt to further waste 
of the taxpayers' money. 

OUR FOREIGN AID GIFTS SHOULD 
BE PROPERLY ADVERTISED 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. Presi-
dent--

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen
ator from Texas st.ch time as he may 
require. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
one of the things that has contributed so 
heavily to the strong belief of millions 
of Americans that the fat should be cut 
out of foreign aid is covered by what we 
find in the New York Times of April 4, 
1962, where there appeared a very cogent 
editorial on this subject, entitled "Pat
tern of Economic Aid.'' It points out 
that in 1960 the United States granted 
$8 billion in foreign aid and that the 
Communist bloc granted $178 million. 
However, through their success in ad
vertising, they have created the impres
sion in many countries that they were 
spending more on foreign aid than we 
were. 

The United States does not get the 
maximum benefit in tangible friendships 
and cooperation on vital free world 
goals from tax funds spent on aid to 
other countries. 

Americans are the unchallenged lead
ers of the world in the field of adver
tising; advertisers sing to us Oil tele
vision and on the radio; they dot our 
highways and byways with words and 
pictures; they fill whole pages in our 
newspapers and magazines and inundate 
our mailboxes. 

Nowhere in the world can a distributive 
economy be found that is woven so thor
oughly about advertising as in the United 
States. 

There is an ironical side to the fact 
that the United States, worid leader in 
advertising and communications, has 
never been success! ul in calling to the 
attention of the world its own vast pro
gram of economic aid to underdeveloped 
countries. 

The apparent failure of the United 
States in this regard has given a solid 
basis to criticisms of the foreign aid 
program by the American taxpayer, who 
foots the bill. 

It is the responsibility of our Govern
ment at the national level to see to it 
that, where aid is given, due credit is ob
tained for the United States. 

Our Nation also has a responsibility 
to combat the distortions of Communists 
in foreign countries who level unrelent
ing and often unanswered attacks on 
private American investments abroad, 
which have played a vital role in devel-

opment of the very countries which allow, 
and sometimes encourage, these attacks; 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the editorial from 
the New York Times of Wednesday, April 
4, 1962, entitled "Pattern of Economic 
Aid," which tells in a few simple, well
chosen words how the Russians have 
seized a giant's share of the credit for 
a pygmy's share of aid. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PATTERN OF ECONOMIC Am 
A useful perspective on the pattern of eco

nomic aid to underdeveloped countries is 
provided by the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development's latest re
port. The clearest fact to emerge is that 
the developed free world nations are enor
mously ahead of the Communist bloc in 
providing economic aid of all kinds: $8 bil
lion against $178 million in 1960. But few 
people are cognizant of this tremendous dis
parity. 

One cause of the disproportion between 
reality and the propaganda image is the Com:. 
munists' skill in exploiting such help as they 
do give or promise. In effect, Moscow sells 
the same horse over and over again. A 
great fuss is made when there is agreement 
in principle for Sovet aid; another propa
ganda celebration occurs when a total com
mitment and program are finally agreed 
upon; a third round of credit grabbing takes 
place when the first Soviet technicians and 
machinery start arriving in the recipient 
country, and so on until a particular project 
is finally completed. The more businesslike 
West does not expend nearly so much energy 
and effort upon squeezing every bit of prop
aganda advantage· out of the aid it provides. 

Another reason for the difference between 
reality and image is the fact that a sub
stantial portion of Western aid is not viewed 
as such by influential elements in some 
underdeveloped countries. The $2,400 mil
lion in private direct investment in these 
nations during 1960 is regarded with suspi
cion by the Communists and the extreme 
nationalists. Both groups condemn such in
vestment as exploitation, slavery, robbery, 
and the like. The advantages in employ
ment, income, and technical training which 
such private investment brings are often 
lost sight of, though the wiser leaders of 
underdeveloped countries fully understand 
the indispensable role of private investment 
in creating the conditions of real economic 
progress. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVES 
ARE NEEDED FOR DEFENSE 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the United States is spending more 
money and expending more effort to 
maintafn a strong national defens·e 
and retaliatory power than on any other 
single governmental function. 

Defense expenditures are a necessity to 
survival now, and there are no signs of 
immediate change. 

Proposed expenditures in the national 
budget for the fiscal year of 1963 call 
for 63 cents of each dollar to be spent 
6n national defense, international 

· affairs, and financing space research and 
technology, all related in their im
portance to the survival of the United 
States as a free country. 

For national defense alone, the 1961 
expenditure was $47.5 billion; the esti
mate for 1962 is $51.2 billion; and for 
1963, a total of $52.7 billion. The cost 
of the guard is very small out of this 
total. · The National Guard is an im-
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portant and essential part of our na
tional strength. 

Of the total of 44,371 Army National 
Guardsmen called to active duty in Oc
tober of 1961, the Texas Army National 
Guard provided approximately 22 per
cent; of the 9,898 guardsmen called to 
duty in Texas, only 117 were delayed in 
reporting to duty because of hardship 
or other reason. 

Recently, I received a letter from the 
National Guard Association of Texas, 
signed by Maj. James M. Rose, presi
dent, setting forth the views of 8,000 
members of the Texas association. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter from Major Rose printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF TEXAS, 

Austin, Tex., March 26, 1962. 
Hon. RALPH w. YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: In behalf of 
the 8,000 members of the National Guard 
Association of Texas, I want to strongly 
voice this association's opposition to any ac
tion by Congress or the Department of De
fense which would reduce the number of 
Army divisions currently allotted to the 
National Guard of the United States in the 
Reserve component troop basis. 

I am attaching a copy of a resolution 
unanimously adopted at our 3d annual con
ference at Galveston on March 3, 1962. 

Two of the many vital factors which 
prompted the Army affairs committee of 
the National Guard Association of Texas to 
sponsor this resolution are as follows: 

a. Elimination of any National Guard 
division will significantly impair the combat 
potential currently available to the United 
States. 

b. It is contrary to the public interest to 
destroy trained organizations which would 
be available for deployment 1.n a relatively 
short time for general war and/or mobiUza
tion, when such war or mobilization would 
require the organization of numerous divi
sions, the cadres for which would have to be 
obtained from existing units. 

We are acutely aware of the high cost of 
maintaining an adequate national defense 
in this space age. However, when you com
pare this with the value we all place on 
liberty and our American way of 11.fe, this 
cost loses its significance. We do not believe 
this is the time to be reducing our military 
forces and thus our capability to resist 
Communist aggression. We do believe we 
should obtain the maximum from the dollars 
we spend and it is already a matter of record 
that our Army and Air National Guard force 
is provided at only a fraction of the cost 
required for similar Regular units. The 
present active duty use of thousands of Army 
and Air Guardsmen is proof of the need for 
the National Guard as has been the situa
tion in every crisis since 1775. 

It is not necessary to dwell upon the his
tory or exemplary record of the National 
Guard divisions serving in all wars fought 
by the United States since 1775. The Na
tional Guard ls more than a tradition-it 
ls the bulwark of our national defense. 

May I solicit your support in behalf of the 
Army National Guard and respectfully urge 
you to oppose any action by the Congress or 
Department of Defense which would elimi
nate any Army division currently allotted to 
the National Guard of the United States.-

Sincerely, 
JAMES M. ROSE, 

Major, Texas Air National Guard, 
President. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this letter constitutes a powerful argu
ment for maintaining the number of 
Army divisions currently allotted to the 
National Guard of the United States in 
the Reserve component troop basis. 

Mr. President, cuts in the Reserves 
were announced today. I hope they are 
not carried out. 

A ready National Guard is a barrier 
to the constant push of the Communist 
powers, and a bulwark for freedom. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the resolution sub
mitted by the National Guard Associa
tion of Texas, which clearly states the 
reasons for vigorous opposition to any 
action by the Congress or the Depart
ment of Defense which would reduce the 
number of Army divisions currently al
lotted to the National Guard of the 
United States in the Reserve component 
basis, and similar opposition to the with
drawal of either of the two Army di
visions currently allocated to the State 
of Texas. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF TExAS 
RESOLUTION 

(Submitted by the Army Affairs Committee 
relating to the possible loss of National 
Guard divisions, and particularly the loss 
of a Texas division, through Department 
of Defense reorganization of· the Reserve 
component troop basis) 
Whereas recent news releases from the 

Department of Defense indicate that re
organization of the Army will withdraw six 
to eight divisions from the Reserve com
ponent troop basis; and 

Whereas these news releases further in
dicate that the National Guard may have 
as high as four divisions withdrawn, if such 
reduction of Reserve component troop basis 
follow this plan; and 

Whereas 1.f such reduction ls imposed upon 
the National Guard, it is logical to assume 
that States with two divisions organized 
would probably be first to be considered for 
loss of a division; and 

Whereas National Guard divisions were or
ganized at the request of the War Depart
ment in 1945 before any U.S. Army Reserve 
divisions were organized; and 

Whereas the approved policies of the War 
Department of 1945 concerning Reserve com
ponents missions provided that the required 
number of combat divisions be organized 
and maintained by the Army National 
Guard, indicate that it was clearly the in
tent of the War Department to rely upon the 
National Guard for its Reserve division force, 
and for the Army Reserve to furnish only 
those units needed that could not be fur
nished by the Active Army and the Army 
National Guard; and 

Whereas National Guard divisions have 
long histories in all wars fought by the 
United States since 1775 and eight National 
Guard divisions have served in three wars; 
and · 

Whereas the elimination of any National 
Guard division would significantly impair 
the combat potential currently available to 
the U.S. Army because of the superior 
strength, state of training, and status of 
equipment when compared to a division of 
the U.S. Army Reserve; and 

Whereas the loss of either Texas National 
Guard division would be contrary to the best 
interests of the State of Texas in heritage, 
integrity, and community economy; and 

Whereas it is contrary to the public inter
est to destroy trained organizations which 

would be available for deployment in a rela
tively short time for general war and/or 
mobilization, when such war or mobilization 
would require the organization of numer
ous divisions, the cadres for which would 
have to be obtained from existing units; 
and 

Whereas, the U.S. Conference of Governors, 
representing the chief executives of all 
States, consistently has opposed any action 
which would adversely affect the combat 
potential of the National Guard: Now, there
fore, be it, 

Resolved, That the National Guard Asso
ciation of Texas, in general conference as
sembled this 3d day of March 1962, at Gal
veston, Tex., vigorously opposes any action 
by the Congress or the Department of De
fense which would reduce the number of 
Army divisions currently allotted to the Na
tional Guard of the United States in the 
Reserve component troop basis, and particu
larly opposes any such action which would 
cause the withdrawal of either of the two 
Army divisions currently allocated to the 
State of Texas; and be it further 

Resolved, That the president of the Na
tional Guard Association of Texas be di
rected to transmit copies of this resolution 
to the President of the United States, the 
Vice President of the United States, the 
Secretaries of Defense and Army, the Di
rector of the Budget, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee of Congress, and 
all duly elected Senators and Representatives 
to the Congress of the United States from 
the State of Texas, and to the president of 
the National Guard Association of the 
United States. 

. JAMES M. ROSE, 
Major, Texas Army National Guard, 

President. 

PEOPLE OF TEXAS FAVOR PADRE 
ISLAND PARK NOW 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
one of the most gratifying experiences 
of this session has been the way so 
many of the best known newspapers in 
Texas have spoken out strongly in favor 
of a national seashore recreational area 
on Padre Island, off the south Texas 
gulf coast. 

I first introduced the bill to create a 
national park on Padre Island in 1958 
and have been working for it ever since. 
This year, the bill, S. 4, has advanced 
out of the Senate committee by more 
than a 2-to-1 majority and is expected 
to be before the full Senate for action 
shortly. 

I wish to quote what some newspa
pers in Texas are saying about the Padre 
Island bill. 

First, let us consider this comment 
from the Houston Chronicle in Hous
ton, near the gulf coast: 

Congress should pass Senator Y ARBOROUGH's 
bill, the President should sign it and the 
Park Service should get busy. When it is 
finished, there will be a magnificent park 
close to Houston-a treasure that can slip 
away if we fiddle. 

Now let us move upstate to Abilene, in 
Central West Texas, where the Abilene 
Reporter-News had this to say in an 
editorial on March 8: 

A national seashore ·on Padre Island would 
become a major tourist attraction with 
more than local appeal. 

And the Abilene paper added: 
Only national development can achieve 

this, and there is no reason to back off from 
it on any political philosophy of Federal 
intrusion into State affairs. 
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· The Abilene Reporter-News then 
pointed to the success of the national 
parks systems in other places and said 
that the appropriations for Texas State 
parks have always been meager. · 

The Corpus Christi Caller-Times, 
summed up the State versus national 
development argument in these words, 
in an editorial on March 9: 

The alternative to the national park is 
no park on Padre Island. 

The Corpus Christi Caller-Times has 
long been a vigorous advocate of a na
tional park on Padre Island. 

The Texas Observer, published in 
Austin, said in an editorial on March 9: 

The time for a showdown on Padre Island 
has arrived. 

The Texas Observer has been one of 
the earliest and strongest advocates of 
the Padre Island National Park. 

The Big Spring Herald, in Howard 
County, west Texas, said in an editorial 
on March 8: 

Padre Island, if preserved for future gen
erations, could be one of those major at
tractions that would draw heavy tourist 
traffic. Those coming into Texas to it would 
have to traverse almost the full length of the 
State and thus every town and city would 
benefit. 

On March 2, the Beaumont Journal, 
in Beaumont, southeast Texas, stated of 
the Padre Island bill: 

Congressional approval , is a long step 
nearer. 

The Beaumont paper· has also been a 
strong supporter of a national seashore 
park on Padre Island. 

There are many others. The Paris 
News in Lamar County, near the Okla
homa line, endorsed a national park on 
Padre Island with the following edi
torial comment: 

Texas has on Padre Island a natural phe
nomenon worth preserving in its natural 
state, and developing as only the National 
Park Service can do as a pleasure and edu
cational attraction for all Americans. 

The Paris News: 
Who, among those who have seen them, 

have not thrilled and been benefited for 
having seen Yellowstone and other great 
parks? What kind of price are they worth? 
Should the State of Wyoming have borne 
the burden of developing that for the whole 
Nation, even if it could? 

Americans have, from the beginning of 
the automobile age, planned their vacations 
to see the marvelous national parks of Colo
rado, Wyoming, Montana, Arizona, Washing
ton, California, and New Mexico, just to list 
a few. In going there, they also saw the 
States . and regions where they are located. 

This is a byproduct, and an important 
one, that would accrue to Texas if Padre 
Island were developed into a national _sea
shore. 

Texas is entitled to the support of its con
gressional delegation, regardless of party 
lines, in behalf of this need. 

The Houston Press, another long time 
supporter of the Padre Island Park 
stated in an editorial shortly after the 
bill was voted out of the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee: 

Committeemen studied the matter long 
and hard and-for the most part-at first
hand. An overwhelming committee major
ity saw it as the press has seen it ever since 
it started its fight for Padre: 

That a substantial part of Padre's raw 
and untouched majesty '?f sand-sea-sky 

should be preserved for all the people of this 
Nation for all time. 

This was a big victory for U.S. Senator 
RALPH YARBOROUGH, the National Park serv
ice, and for the people of Texas as well as 
the Nation. · 

Many more must be won. 

The Wichita Falls Times, in an edi~ 
torial March 21, stated: 

The question boils down to whether the 
Federal Government or the State govern
ment should undertake the project. 

That answer is not difficult to find. Any 
Texan just has to ask whether this State 
has adequately located and developed parks 
and recreation areas with the opportunities 
it has had in the past. It has not. 

The Wichita Falls paper summed it up 
this way: 

It would be fine if Texas already had rec
ognized its potential and had done some
thing about developing the area. It has not 
and to defeat the Federal proposal now is 
to lengthen the odds that it can be preserved 
in time. More use and better publicized 
possibilities exist if it is incorporated in the 
Federal program. These are advantages 
which State development proponents are 
overlooking in trying to confuse the issue. 

The Temple Daily Telegram, endors
ing S. 4 in an editorial on March 25, 
stated: 

The Yarborough bill would save the best 
and still not squeeze out private enterprise. 

Senator YARBOROUGH's plan is sound and in 
line with National Park Service recommen
dations. Congress should give it prompt 
approval. 

Mr. President, these editorial com
ments, ranging from the Gulf of Mexico 
to the Oklahoma State line, are indica
'tive of the widespread public support 
in Texas for a national seashore park on 
Padre Island. 

The New York Times has also endorsed 
the bill. On March 11, the New York 
Times stated in an editorial: 

Here is one of the finest of our undevel
oped shoreline areas that can yet be saved 
for the public. Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH 
is sponsor of a good Padre Island bill that 
has been cleared by Cammi ttee and is ready 
for Senate passage. The plan advocated by 
the Texas Senator is sound and in line with 
the Park Service recommendations. It de
serves prompt approval. 

Mr. President, here is written news
paper evidenc~ of strong public support 
for a national seashore park in Texas. 
I urge support of Senate bill 4. 

AMENDMENTS TO TAX BILL 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes on the bill to the distinguished 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, for myself and on behalf of 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
the Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH], 
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PROXMIRE], I submit for appropriate 
reference an amendment to H.R. 10650. 

The amendment has a twofold pur
pose: 

First, it provides for a three-step re
duction in the depreciation allowance 
for oil and gas with a 2½-percent reduc
tion for each year for the next 3 years, 
bringing it down from its present level 
of 27½ percent to 20 percent. 

The second provision of the amend
ment permits a simultaneous three-step 

reduction in the overall limitation on·in-
dividual income taxes from its present 
limitation of 87 percent, bringing it down 
to 60 percent over the 3-year period. 

The combination of these two pro
posals would effectuate a long overdue 
correction in our existing tax structure 
and would make this adjustment with 
an actual gain of revenue to the U.S. 
Government. 

For example, in the first year the de
preciation allowance on oil and gas 
would be reduced from 27 ½ to 25 per
cent, and the estimated revenue gained 
from this action is $75 million. 

At this same time the maximum eff ec
tive rate limitation on individual income 
taxes will be reduced from its present 
87 percent to 75 percent, which would 
result in a loss of revenue of $25 mil
lion, thus representing a net gain to the 
Treasury Department for that year of 
$50 million. 

The second year the depletion allow
ance for oil and gas would be reduced 
from 25 to 22½ percent, thus providing 
additional revenue over present law of 
$160 million for that year. 

Simultaneously, the effective rate on 
individual income taxes would be further 
reduced from 75 to 65 percent, which 
action would result in an estimated rev
enue loss of $80 million. 

Thus as the result of this combined 
action the Federal Government would 
gain $80 million. 

Effective the third year and for each 
year thereafter the percentage depletion 
rate would be · reduced from 22 ½ to 20 
percent. The estimated revenue gain 
resulting over present law by bringing 
the depletion rate on oil and gas down 
from the present 27½ percent to the 20-
percent level would be $250 million. 

At the same time, beginning with the 
third year, the maximum effective rate 
limitation on individual income taxes 
would be further reduced to 60 percent. 
The revenue loss by reducing this maxi
mum effective rate limitation on indi
vidual income taxes from its present 
87 percent to 60 percent is estimated at 
$130 million. 

The net effect of the adoption of this 
twofold amendment would be that at 
the end of the 3-year period the present 
27½-percent depletion allowance on oil 
and gas would be reduced to 20 percent 
and the present overall limitation on in
dividual income taxes would be reduced 
from its 87 percent to 60 percent with an 
annual net gain to the U.S. Government 
of $120 million. 

One of the main arguments in support 
of the need of the present 27 ½-percent 
depletion rate for oil and gas has been 
that under our existing tax structure, 
which runs as high as 91 percent-with 
an overall 87-percent limitation-has 
been that without some special incen
tive men of wealth would not venture 
their capital for the narrow margin of 
gain of 9 or 13 percent. On that point 
they have a valid argument, and it is for 

.that reason that we have combined this 
proposed reduction in the depletion al
lowance with the simultaneous reduction 
in the overall limitation on individuai 
income taxes. 

The most important feature of this 
amendment is that its adoption would 
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provide a .more equitable distribution of 
the tax load in America. 

Mr. President, I ask. unanimous con
sent to have printed- at this point in the 
RECORD a letter dated January 7, 1961, 
signed by Colin F. Stam, Chief of ·Staff 
of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation, in which the esti· 
mates as to the revenue of the d.ifferent 
sections of the amendment are outlined. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL 

REVENUE TAXATION, 
Washington, June 7, 1961. 

Hon. JOHN J . WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS : As you requested 
the staff has prepared a draft of an. amend
ment (attached) to reduce the overall maxi
mum limitation on individual income tax 
from 87 percent at present to 60 percent over 
a 3-year period, and to lower the rate of 
percentage depletion in the case of oil and 
gas wells from 27½ percent at present to 
20 percent also over a 3-year period. 

With respect to the overall limitation on 
individual income taxes, the draft provides 
for a three-step reduction, at 1-year inter
vals, commencing in 1962. For taxable years 
beginning in 1962, the rate would be 75 
percent; for taxable years beginning in 1963, 
the rate would be 65 percent; and for taxable 
years beginning in 1964 and thereafter, the 
limitation would be 60 percent. The staff 
estimates that these changes in the overall 
limitation would cause a reduction in reve
nues to the Federal -Government in the 
amounts shown in the following table. 

[In millions of dollars] 
Maximum effective rate limitation Revenue 

(percent) : Zoss 75 _________________________ _________ $25 

65------ - ------ --------------------- 80 60 __________________________________ 130 

The draft also provides for a three-step 
reduction in the 27½-percent depletion al
lowance for oil and gas, at 1-year intervals, 
commencing in 1962. Under the draft, for 
taxable years beginning in 1962, the rate 
would be 25 percent; for taxable years begin
ning in 1963, the rate would be 22½ percent; 
and for taxable years beginning in 1964 and 
thereafter, the rate would be 20 percent. 
lt is extremely difficult to estimate the 

effect of small changes in the depletion rate 
for oil and gas, because. we do not have the 
data we need concerning the present effect 
of the 50-percent llmitation, and because the 
data on depletion claimed on individual in
come tax returns is incomplete. Conse
quently, our estimates for your proposal are 
rough. 

Tax year 

1962_. - ------ --- - - - --- --- - _ 
1963 __ __ ___ ____ ---- - - - --- - -
1964_ --_ -- __ -- _ --- - -- _ - - -- _ 

Proposed 
depletion 

rate for oil 
and gas 

Percent 
. 25 

22Hi 
20 

Estimated 
r evenu e 
gain over 

present law 

Millions 
$75 
160 
250 

I hope this will be helpful to you. 
Sincerely yours, · · 

COLIN F. STAM, 
Chief of Staff. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be received 
and apprOpriafoly ref erred. · 

The amendment was referred to the 
Committee on Finance and was ordered 
to be printed. 

CVIII-- 381 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I .ask 
unanimous consent that there be a quo-· 
rum call, the time for the quorum call 
hot to be charged to either side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair. 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

UNITED NATIONS BONDS PURCHASE 
The Senate resumed the consider.ation 

of the bill (S. 2768) to promote the for
eign policy of that United States by au
thorizing the purchase of United Nations 
bonds and the appropriation of funds 
therefor. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment a: the desk, and ask that 
it be stated. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
MILLER to the Mansfield-Dirksen amend
ment in the nature of a substitute was 
read, as follows: 

At the end of the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute, add a new section as follows: 

"SEC. 4. In order to encourage preservation 
of the financial solvency of the United Na
tions which is being threatened by the fail
ure of some member nations to pay currently 
their assessments and/ or contributions to 
the United Nations, no assistance shall be 
furnished under the provisions of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 ( other than support
ing assistance under chapter 4 of part I, 
assistance from the contingency fund estab
lished under chapter 5 or part I, and military 
assistance under chapter 2 of part II), or 
any other law authorizing assistance to for
eign countries (other than military assist
ance, supporting assistance, or assistance 
from the President's contingency fund), to 
the government of any nation which is more 
than one year in arrears in its payment of 
any assessment by the United Nations for its 
regular budget or for peace and security 
operations, unless the President determines 
that such government has given reasonable 
assurance of paying (independently of such 
assistance) all such arrear ages and placing 
its payments of such assessments on a cur
rent basis, or determines that such gov
ernment, by reason of unusual and excep
tional circumstances, is economically unable 
to give such assurance." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr . . President, I 
am not averse to having this amendment 
considered; but I believe I must, in good 
conscience, state that the amendment 
does not fit in with the unanimous-con
sent agreement, which provides that all 
amendments must be germane. How
ever, I shall not press the point, although 
I think I should bring it to the atten
tion of the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Let me ask the distin
guished majority leader whether he has 
any objection-to my offering this amend
ment to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. ,No, I have no ob
jection; but I would not want it consid
ered as establishing a precedent, be-

cause t:tie .amendment.- .was . pep.ding 
before the unanimous-consent agreement 
was .reached. · However, I call attention· 
to the fact that, bas~d on the agreement, 
there is a question about whether the 
amendment is in order. However, I shall 
not press it. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Montana. 
_ Mr. President, ·a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Iowa will state 
it. 

Mr. MILLER. Do I correctly under
stand that the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, offered by the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] and 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
is properly before the Senate? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Yes, it is properly before the Sen
ate. 

Mr. MILLER. Then am I correct in 
understanding that it is in order for me 
to proceed now with my amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Yes, if no objection is raised. If 
objection is raised, the Chair will pro
ceed to rule. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Iowa yield to me? 
Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to 

obtain a little clarification in regard to 
-the possibility of objection. I was 
under the impression that the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa to the 
so-called substitute was in order, regard
less of objection. Does the Chair's 
ruling mean that if any Senator objected 
to consideration of the Miller amend
ment at this time, the objection would 
prevail? I have no objection, but I 
should like to obtain clarification on this 
point. I thought the amendment to the 
substitute was in order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. So far as the Chair has been in
formed, the amendment to the amend
ment is in order. No objection or point 
of order has been raised, so far as the 
Chair knows, on the ground that the 
amendment to the amendment is not in 
order. In the absence of such a point 
of order, the Chair assumes that the 
amendment to the amendment is in 
order. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
Chair has stated "no objection or point 
of order has been raised"--

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair meant to say that no 
point of order has been raised. . 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. I clearly un~ 
derstand the situation if no point of 
order is raised. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair was in error in using 
the word "objection." The Chair meant 
to say that no point of order has been 
raised. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Very well; then I 
understand, and I thank the Chair. I 
merely wished to obtain .clarification on 
that point, for I did not think an objec
tion could lie against the amendment to 
the amendment. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Iowa will yield briefly to 
me--

Mr. MILLER I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me say that the 

amendment of the Senator from Iowa to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was actually printed and tendered 
before the unanimous-consent agree
ment was entered into yesterday. The 
distinguished Senator from Iowa could 
easily have objected to the agreement 
when it was proposed; and I believe we 
should make sure that the majority 
leader and I fully understand each other 
in connection with this matter. Con
sideration of the Miller amendment to 
the substitute will not constitute a prece
dent. Instead, I believe that under the 
circumstances it can be considered as an 
accommodation. Certainly we try to be 
fair to the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Georgia will 
state it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Does not the distin
guished Senator from Iowa have a right 
to offer this amendment as a matter of 
right, as a Senator of the United States, 
rather than by grace of t..ny agreement? 
As I understand the rules of the Senate, 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute which has been offered by the 
two leaders must be perfected before the 
vote is taken on the other amendment 
in the nature of a substitute; and the 
Senator from Iowa has a right, as a Sen
ator of the United States, to offer any 
number of amendments, as he may see 
flt, to the substitute which has been of
fered by the majority leader and the 
minority leader. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, let me 
comment briefly on the point which has 
been raised by the Senator from Georgia. 
I do not wish to push my amendment to 
the extent of standing on my rights as 
a U.S. Senator. My point merely is that 
if this amendment can be accommodated 
to the situation without dslaying the tak
ing of action by the Senate, I hope that 
can be done, because if it cannot be done, 
I shall be forced to revise my proposed 
procedure, and to offer my amendment 
to the main bill; and I understand that 
would be in order. 

All I am trying to do is to accommo
date my procedure to the best interests 
and convenience of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I think we ought 
to say, for the benefit of all Senators, 
that a full understanding of this matter 
has been arrived at. We are not ques
tioning the right of the Senator to offer 
any other amendment. We are trying 
to protect the rules of the Senate so that 
this procedure could not be used as a 
precedent later. The amendment was 
lying on the desk before the agreement 
had been reached. There is no question 
about that. The Senator has a right to 
offer it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Chair clarify what was stated by 
the Senator from Georgia? I thought he 

made a point on the question of ger
maneness and whether there was an in
terdiction against nongermane amend
ments in the agreement. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That is correct ; there is not. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Then, it does not in
volve the grace or sympathy of the lead
ership one bit. Is that correct? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. The 
Senator from Georgia is correct, as al
ways, that the Senator has a right to 
off er an amendment. The question of 
germaneness has not been raised as to 
this Miller amendment, and since it was 
not raised, there is nothing for the Chair 
to rule on. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if the 
Chair will indulge me, the Senator from 
Illinois assumed the amendment was not 
germane. In my opinion, the amend
ment is germane. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair does not have to rule, 
because the question was not raised as to 
whether the amendment is germane. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes. 

I have heretofore had the feeling that 
this action on the bill and on the amend
ments is somewhat premature, because 
there is pending before the World Court 
the question which the United Nations 
General Assembly referred to at the last 
General Assembly meeting last fall. 

The question before the World Court 
is whether or not assessments for such 
operations as the Congo operations are 
in the same category as regular contribu
tions to the United Nations for the pur
poses of the Charter of the U .N. The 
idea is that if the World Court issues an 
advisory opinion which holds that the 
assessments are in the same category 
as regular contributions, there are a good 
many nations which are delinquent in 
their assessments and which will lose 
their vote before the United Nations. 

I know that the proponents of the 
pending bill have every confidence that 
the World Court will so rule. However, 
we all know that no one ever knows how 
·a court or judge is going to rule until 
after the ruling has come out. 

Moreover, we have long maintained a 
policy that a legislature should not take 
any action which might be calculated to 
interfere with the independent thinking 
of the judiciary. We had that propo
sition before us during the debate on the 
Du Pont tax bill, and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE] made a strong 
argument that we should take no action 
on the Du Pont tax bill at that time 
until after the Federal court in Chicago 
had taken certain action with respect to 
the case pending before it. 

I can understand that if the United 
States, through the Congress, authorizes 
the purchase of United Nations bonds, it 
might have some impact on the other
wise independent thi:q.king of the World 
Court. It is for that reason that I would 
prefer to have all of these matters await 
the outcome of the decision of the World . 
Court. At that time the air would be 
cleared and we would know what the 
answer was in the matter of whether 
special assessments are in the same cate
gory as annual contributions. We may 

hope this will be the ruling of the Court, 
but I suggest we do not know, and any 
action on this bill prior to the Court's 
ruling may have an impact on what 
should otherwise be a completely in
dependent judicial decision. 

But, be that as it may, the amendment 
I have offered to the so-called Mans
field-Dirksen substitute to the main bill, 
to which I had originally offered my 
amendment, is designed to establish a 
policy, so far as our dealing with other 
nations is concerned, in the matter of 
foreign aid. 

We have for many years been pro
claiming our complete support of the 
United Nations. I point out that in my 
public statements, and I believe in my 
voting record, it is very clear that I am 
among those who have wholeheartedly 
supported the United Nations. · 

I have also taken exception to some 
statements which have been made to 
the effect that, merely because one 
might be opposed to a particular bill, 
therefore he was opposed to the United 
Nations. This is the same type of argu
ment we heard in the debate on the so
called Department of Urban Affairs pro
posal. However, it became clear that 
the mere fact that someone opposed the 
so-called Department of Urban Affairs 
plan did not therefore mean that he 
was opposed to cities or opposed to Ne
groes. Mr. President, this question is 
not that simple. I do not know of any 
Member of the Senate who does not 
support the principles of the United Na
tions Charter, and I do not know of any 
Member of the Senate who does not 
want to see the United Nations succeed. 
But all of us are deeply concerned about 
the fact that the United Nations is not 
going to succeed unless it has the life
blood with which to operate, and that 
lifeblood is its revenue. No government 
can long last if its revenue sources are 
cut off-if its taxpayers do not pay their 
bills. This is the problem before us. 

The problem I see in the main bill, 
and in the substitute, is that there is 
nothing in them calculated to provide 
for the leadership of the United States 
in encouraging other members of the 
United Nations to practice fiscal integ
rity before the United Nations. 

Some point has been made that the 
bill, as reported to the Senate by the 
Foreign Relations Committee, is an im
provement because it authorizes the 
purchase of $25 million of bonds and au
thorizes the purchase of another $75 
million of bonds on a matching purchase 
basis with other nations. 

While I think it is a slight improve
ment, the bill, as well as the substitute, 
is merely treating the symptom; it is 
not getting to the root of the problem, 
and the root of the problem is that many 
other nations are not paying their bills. 

With respect to the matching pro
posal, I do not· know of a single nation 
which is behind in its payments to the 
United Nations which is offering to buy 
bonds. I would suggest that any nation 
which is behind in its payments to the 
United Nations and which offers to buy 
bonds is not in good faith. I think that 
before they offer to buy bonds they 
should get right with the United Na
tions and pay their bills. 
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So the main bill is calculated to get 

nations which ar.e already· practicing 
fiscal integrity before· the United Na- · 
tions to buy bonds. That is not -the 
problem. The problem is to get the 
laggard nations to pay their bills. 

My amendment does not affect mili
tary assistance, supporting assistance, 
or the President's contingency fund. 

In effect, it relates only to develop
ment loans and development grants. 
The amendment would not affect loans 
to private individuals or to private cor
porations, but only loans or grants to 
governments, and, more particularly, to 
those governments which are more than 
1 year in arrears in payment of their 
assessments and contributions to the 
United Nations. 

The Congress has already established 
the policy set · forth in the last section 
of the substitute amendment. Some 
point has been made that the substitute 
amendment is an improvement. It 
recites that the Congress is concerned 
about the financial situation before the 
United Nations and will exercise its best 
judgment-and it calls upon the Presi
dent to exercise his best judgment-to · 
work out some solution to the financial 
crisis before the United Nations. 

This does not change our policy one 
bit. This has long been the policy of the 
United States and of every administra
tion since the United Nations began. I 
cannot see any change in our policy. I 
am quite sure all nations of the world 
know that the position not only of the 
Congress but also of the President of the 
United States is that the United Nations 
should be on a sound :financial basis and 
that those nations which are not paying 
should pay. That is our policy. The 
problem is to implement that policy. 

In the Foreign Assistance Act which 
Congress passed last year it was declared 

that the policy of the Congress is to 
recognize the importance of the United 
Nations and its specialized agencies, and 
it was urged that all other countries able 
to contribute join in a common under
taking to meet the goals of our foreign 
assistance program. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
an editorial entitled "A Bankrupt U.N.," · 
which was published in the Washington 
Post and Times Herald as early as 
November 4, 1960. The editorial states 
in part: 

It would be a dreadful commentary upon 
the sense of world responsibilty if the 
principal agency of international security 
were allowed to go broke. That is a very real 
possibility for the United Nations, as Secre
tary General Hammarskjold has warned 
pointedly in his appeal for $20 million in 
cash by the end of the year. 

I point out that additional editorials 
and articles on this subject can be 
found in CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
107, part 12, pages 16372-16376. 

This is not a new problem. At least, it 
is not a problem which has come up sud
denly. In 1960 it was recognized that 
the United Nations was headed for a 
financial crisis. I called the attention of 
my colleagues to this fact in the last 
session, when we were debating the for
eign aid bill. We all had assurance that 
the problem was recognized and that 
something was going to be done about it. 
But nothing has been done, except some 
very excellent work on the part of the 
Acting Secretary General, Mr. U Thant, 
who has, I am told, bent over backward 
to try to collect the outstanding arrear
age accounts from the various member 
nations·. However, the results have been 
very disappointing. 

The U.N. is headed for a financial cri
sis. In fact, it has a financial crisis. 

The United Nations is headed for bank
ruptcy if action is not taken soon. 

A point has been made that my amend
ment would, in effect, make a collector of 
dues out of the United States. Any time 
someone wishes to defeat proposed leg
islation, he can hang a label on it; but 
that is not responsive to the argument. 
I cannot imagine anything which would 
be worse than for us to pass legislation , 
which would make the United States a . 
collector of dues for the United Na
tions. 

On the other hand, I think we have 
an obligation, as the leaders of the free 
world, at least, to administer our foreign -
aid in a manner which will encourage 
nations to get right with the United 
Nations. 

It has been said that we can lift our 
voices in the proper channels in the 
United Nations and urge adoption by 
the United Nations of machinery for 
collection of dues, and that this should 
be done and payments should be kept 
up to date. These are fine words, Mr. 
President, but fine words mean nothing 
when they are not implemented, and the 
implementation has not yet occurred. 

Favorable action either on the bill 
or on the substitute will continue to 
represent fine words. There is not one 
scintilla of leadership, with respect to 
the nations which are behind in pay-
ment of their assessments in encour
aging them to get right with the United 
Nations. 

Mr. President, I have a chart entitled 
"Examples of Nations in Arrears in 
Congo Operations Assessments," which 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point in my re
marks. 

There being no objecti-on, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EXAMPLES 01,, NATIONS IN ARREARS IN CONGO OPERATIONS ASSESSMENTS 

Economic MSistance Military Economic assistance Military 
Arrearages !or (fiscal 1961) assistance Arrearages for (fiscal 1961) assistance 

Congo operation (fiscal Congo operation (fiscal 
assessments 1961) assessments 1961) 

1Grants Loans Grants Loaµs 

" 
------ ------

Million Million Million Million Million Million Poland __________________________ $678, 553 (1961) $5.1 None None United Arab Republic _________ _ 69, 398 (1961) $51. 2 $84.6 None . 
663,517 (1960) 154,982 (1960) 

Italy.--------------------------- 2,228,826 (1961) Afghanistan. ____________________ 
it~ H:A~ 35.8 . None $1.2 

1, 089. 718 (1960) 25. 6 $9. 3 $171. 5 
Spain. - ------------------------- 184, 250 (1961) 43. 7 72.5 63. 3 Argentina ______________________ _ 219, '911 (1961) • None 68.0 12. 1 

450, 417 (1960) 268_, 797 (1960) 
France_------------------------ - 4, 746, 601 p961) None 7.9 47.8 

Brazil. _______ ___________________ 
202,080 (1961) 24. 5 270.1 32.9 

6, 339, 772 1960) 247, 002 (1960) Iceland __________________________ 
7, 92..'i (1961) ii.O 1. 6 None Chile ____________________________ 

53,492 (1961) 30.2 108. 5 8. 5 
None (1960) 65, 383 (1960) Cambodia __ ___________ __ _____ ___ 7, 925 (1961) 24.2 None 6.6 Colombia._ --"--- --------------- 61,417 (1961) 7.6 82. 9 4.0 
19, 373 (1960) 75,069 (1960) · China __________________________ _ 

2,481,426 <1961) 74.3 42.0 115.3 Mexico __________________________ 140,664 (1961) 4.6 27.8 1. 2 

Indonesia. _-------- -~----~------
1,446, 543 (1960) 343, 866 (1960) 

93, 115 (1961) 16.4 8. 9 None Venezuela __ ______________________ 99, 059 (191:Jl) .2 20. 9 10.3 
113. 815 (1960) 121, 079 (1960) Yugoslavia ___ ___________________ 69, 341 (1961) 31. 5 116.4 None Sudan.. •• _______ ___ ______________ 

11,887 (1961) 9.-4 None None 
169, 512 · (1960) 14, 529 (1960) Philippines _____ _ ~--_____________ 85, 191 (1961) 19. 5 87.4 Morocco _________________________ 

27, 736 (1961) 70.0 43.0 None 
None (1960) 343,866 (1960) 

Greece ___ -- - ---- ---------------- 45, 567 (1961) 32.2 12.6 51.0 
Ghana ___________________________ 

13,868 (1961) 2.6 None None 
Iran_. ______ ______ _______________ 55, 696 (1960) Nigeria _______ ___ ._. _____ •••• ____ 16, 951 (1960) 

41, 605 (1961) 39.5 75. 3 55.1 41,605 (1961) 10.2 None None 

Jordan_----- ----------------- - --
25, 853 (1960) None (1960) 

7, j)25. (1961) 67.3 1.0 3.3 
19, 373 (1960) 

EXAMPLES OF NATIONS NOT IN ARREARS IN CONGO OPERATION ASSESSMENTS 

Millions Millions Millions 
Somali Republics _______________ ______ _.__ __ ___ __ __ __ $4. 2 None None 

~:~~-========= ::::::: ~ ======= ::::::: - ::: :::::::: t~ ~~i N$1~~ 

Source of arrearages: U.N. Secretariat statement.on the collection of contributions 
as at Feb. 28, 1962. · · 

Millions Million& Millions Turkey ___________________ · ______ ________ _____ ____ __ _ $100. O $133. O $129. O 
Japan __________________________________________ . ____ 2: 9 46. 6 77. 8 
'J:'.hailand________________________ ____________________ 24. 8 None 20 . . 9 

Source of-assistance: ICA Office of Statistics and Reports, obligations, and commit
ments, July 1, 1945, through June 30, 1961 (preliminary). 
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the chart 
sets forth examples of nations which 
are in arrears in Congo operations as
sessments for the years 1961 and 1960. 
A number of countries are listed on the 
chart, but it is not all-inclusive. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The 15 minutes allotted to the 
Senator from Iowa have expired. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself an additional 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Iowa is rec
ognized for an additional 10 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER. The chart sets forth ex
amples. It also sets forth the economic 
assistance and the military assistance 
which the United States has furnished 
to these countries during the fiscal year 
1961. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
to a few of the examples given. 

First, let us consider the situation 
with respect to Poland. During 1961 the 
United States gave to Poland $5.1 mil
lion, not in loans, but in grants. While 
Poland was receiving our taxpayers' 
money, the Government of Poland did 
not see flt to pay $663,517 of its assess
ments for the Congo operation for 1960, 
and $678,553 for 1961. 

At the same time, the Somali Repub
lic was given $4.2 million in aid-less 
than Poland received from us. However, 
the Somali Republic is practicing fiscal 
integrity before the United Nations, and 
that country has no arrearages so far 
as the Congo operations are concerned. 
I suggest that the Government of the So
mali Republic might wonder whether it 
profits them, in view of the way Poland 
is getting along, to practice fiscal in
tegrity before the United Nations. They 
are treated the same, yet Poland is be
hind in its payments. 

I cannot see any activity, any legisla
tion, or any administrative declaration 
of policy which would · indicate -that the 
Somali Republic is going to be treated 
in a different manner. I do not say that 
we should never give to Poland or to 
any other nation some assistance, but 
the point is that nations which are in 
arrears should not be treated the same 

. as nations which are paid up. 
Another disappointment is Italy. 

During 1961 Italy received loans of $9.3 
million and grants of $25.6 million, yet 
during the same time Italy was in ar
rears in United Nations payments. In 
1960 Italy was over $1 million in arrears 
in its payments for the Congo opera
tions, and Italy is $2,228,826 in arrears 
for the 1961 assessments. 

It may be suggested t:t:iat because of 
the economic situation in a country it 
cannot afford to pay the assessments 
for the Congo operations. I think it 
should be made very clear that the allo
cation of the assessments among the 
nations is on a fair and equitable basis, 
taking into account their economic situ
ations. 

It would not do, for example, for Cam
bodia to say that it could not afford to 
pay its assessments. In 1961 we gave
not loaned, but gave-to Cambodia $24.2 
million, and also $6.6 million in military 
assistance, yet Cambodia failed to pay 
$19,373 for 1960 and $7,925 for 1961. 
After all we have given Cambodia, I do 

not think anyone would suggest that, 
from an economic standpoint, that coun
try could not afford to pay $26,000 or 
$27,000 for the Congo operations. 

I suggest that it is not a question of 
economic necessity or economic vicissi
tude that has resulted in this situation 
with respect to most of the countries to 
which I have referred. It is a matter 
of principle. I do not know what the 
principle is, but it is certainly not the 
principle of supporting the United Na
tions and practicing !lscal integrity be
fore the U.N. I think it is high time 
that, in administering our foreign aid 
program, we should see to it that the 
principle of supporting the U~ited Na
tions receives priority. 

I point out that on the same continent, 
while Somali was receiving $4.2 million 
in grants and practicing fiscal integrity 
with the United Nations, Nigeria re
ceived grants totaling $10.2 million and 
still fell behind in its 1961 assessments 
for the Congo by $41,605. Japan re
ceived $2.9 million in grants and $46.6 
million in loans. It is current in its pay
ments. It is practicing fiscal integrity 
before the United Nations. On the other 
hand, Morocco received $70 million in 
grants and $43 million in loans and fell 
behind $27,736 in its 1961 assessments 
and $343,866 in its 1960 assessments for 
the Congo operations. 

Thailand received $24.8 million in 
grants and is current in its assessments. 
Afghanistan, on the other hand, received 
$35.8 million in grants and still is in 
arrears. 
. These nations should not be treated 
alike. We cannot say to all of them, 
"Practice fiscal integrity," and then in 
administering our foreign aid program, 
say that it does not make any difference. 

As I said, I believe it is high time for 
the United States to gear its foreign 
aid program into support for the United 
Nations as a matter of policy. Such 
action would 'tie in well with our national 
policy as exemplified in the Alliance for 
Progress. Our policy under the Alliance 
for Progress is that we will extend for
eign aid to Latin American countries 
in order to enable them to engage in 
self-help programs for the betterment 
of their peoples. But we have attached 
a string. The string is that those na
tions must institute programs to reform 
their economic, political, social, and tax 
structures so that in fact there will be a 
self-help program which will result in 
a better standard of living for the 
people. That is a sensible approach. I 
have not heard any criticism of that 
string on the floor of the Senate. And 
yet someone may suggest that the pend
ing amendment would tend to coerce 
nations into practicing fiscal integrity. 
I have not heard any statement about 
coercing the Latin American republics 
into practicing fiscal integrity so that 
they will not have infla.tion. 

I do not think that "coerce" is the 
proper word. Ifis not a wprd applicable 
to the amendment, and it is not appli
cable to the Alliance for Progress. The 
proper word is "encourage" or "leader
ship." It seems to me little enough to 
encourage the recipients of our foreign 
assistance to practice fiscal integrity be
fore the United Nations. 

I can in clear conscience vote for the 
substitute amendment or for the main 
bill if my amendment is a part of those · 
measures. I can in clear conscience go 
to the taxpayers in my State and ask 
them for their hard-earned tax money to 
help promote our foreign aid program; I 
can ask them to use their hard-earned 
tax money to buy bonds before the 
United Nations, provided they have the 
assurance that we will not pay lipservice 
to fiscal integrity before the United Na
tions and do something about exercising 
leadership to encourage other nations to 
practice fiscal integrity before the U.N. 

But absent such assurance, it is asking 
a great deal of our taxpayers to pay mil
lions of dollars in foreign aid to nations 
that will not even pay a few thousand_ 
dollars to practice fiscal integrity before 
the United Nations. 

I believe that nations which are keep
ing up with their payments before the 
United Nations and practicing fiscal in
tegrity should receive our help. Nations 
which are unable to do so because of eco
nomic situations might well continue to 
receive our assistance. My amendment 
would give the President of the United 
States the opportunity to make such a 
determination. I have provided in my 
amendment that if the President deter
mines that exceptional or unusual cir
cumstances exist which from an eco
nomic standpoint prevent a nation or 
government from paying its obligations 
to the United Nations, there will be no 
problem about its receiving foreign aid 
from the United States. 

My amendment would also give the 
President further discretion by providing 
that if the President should determine 
that a nation which is in arrears has 
given reasonable assurance of becoming 
current in its payments, we will continue 
to give that nation foreign aid. I be
lieve these are reasonable discretionary 
powers to give to the President. 

I do not favor a meat-ax approach by 
saying, "Cut off all foreign aid." I fa
vor giving the President some discretion 
on this subject. At the same time, I do 
not think we ought to give the President 
carte blanche authority to give foreign · 
assistance to nations which are not prac
ticing fiscal integrity before the United 
Nations. For example, if a nation is not 
willing to pay its bills before the United 
Nations, how can we possibly give our 
taxpayers the assurance that such a na
tion would repay loans that we might 
make to it? I think it is time for us to 
cease paying lipservice, no matter how 
dedicated and conscientious it may be, 
to fiscal integrity before the United Na
tions, and implement the principle by 
taking a little leadership, which my 
amendment would provide. 

Mr. President, I shall be very happy to 
yield for the purpose of answering 
questions. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. How much time does the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield 
such time as the Senator requires. 
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-Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 

listened with a great deal of interest to 
the discussion of, the distinguished Sen
ator from · Iowa with reference to the 
pending proposal. It seems to me that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa is in the spirit of the philosophy 
that has been urged upon us in the con
sideration of the main bill, which is to 
promote ways and means of compelling 
all of the participants in the United Na
tions to make their proper contribution, 
to eliminate the free riders, and to bring 
down the percentage that is paid by the 
taxpayers of the United States to sup
port the United Nations. The amend
ment seems to me to be very reasonable. 
If I ever had any criticism of the amend
ment, it would be the fact that it con
tains too many loopholes. The distin
guished Senator would take from the 
bill the provision by which we could ex
ercise the encouragement of which he 
speaks on the members of the United 
Nations in the way of "military assist
ance, supporting assistance, or assist
ance from the President's contingency 
fund," which is a very considerable por
tion of the so-called mutual aid foreign 
assistance program. 

It would also give the President very 
wide discretion, under which he could 
exclude the application of the amend
ment to any country that happened to 
be in arrears in its payment to the 
United Nations. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 
. Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER. The distinguished Sen
ator, as chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, knows that there are times 
when, from the standpoint of military 
necessity, other factors might well be 
overlooked. I should like to· point out 
that this was the reason why the Sena
tor from Iowa excepted military assist
ance and supporting assistance from the 
coverage of the amendment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand the rea
sons behind it. As the Senator has 
stated, there are times when military 
assistance is important. I might sug
gest that that could have been put with
in the President's discretion, as in the 
other instance. In any event, the Sena
tor's amendment is in keeping with the 
whole purpose of the program before us, 
and that is to compel all members of the 
United Nations to contribute to its sup
port. We have been told time and again 
that the bonds would become an obliga
tion of the entire United Nations, and 
that the payments by the several mem
ber states for the retirement of the bonds 
would be put in the same category as the 
maintenance cost of the United Nations. 
Certainly the Senator's amendment is 
no more coercion than the other prac
tice, because they freely admit that they 
intend to coerce the member nations into 
the bond issue by making the payments 
on the bond issue a part of the 'operating 
cost of the United Nations, about which 
there is no question with respect to a 
member being suspended if it does not 
pay its dues over a period of 2 years, I 
believe. 

It seems to me that the authors of the 
bill should accept the amendment. It is 
in keeping with the P"4,rposes of the bill. 

It is an effort to encourage all member 
nations to recognize their obligations to 
the United Nations, as well as their right 
to participate in its affairs and to enjoy 
such protection as it affords. 

I shall support the Senator's amend
ment. I hope the authors of the bill will 
accept it. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Georgia for his 
kind remarks and for his additional ob
servations. I point out that during the 
debate on the foreign aid bill in the 
previous session, a similar amendment 
was offered by me to the foreign aid bill. 
One of the points raised against it was 
that the amendment did not belong in 
the foreign aid bill. The amendment 
was defeated, as I recall, when 66 Sen
ators voted against it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Iowa will probably be told that the 
amendment does not belong on the pend
ing bill either. When measures of the 
kind now pending are brought to the 
floor of the Senate they are considered 
sacrosanct, and it is almost sacrilegious 
for any Members of the Senate to suggest 
an improvement on the handiwork of 
those who prepared the original bill. 
During my service in the Senate I have 
seen hundreds of essential amendments 
killed under the stress of that argument. 
I have been in the Senate long enough, 
however, not to be impressed by that 
argument. 

Mr. MILLER. There is probably more 
germaneness in my amendment to the 
main bill or to the substitute than there 
was with respect to a certain bill that 
was passed in the Senate last week, when 
a constitutional poll tax amendment was 
added to the Alexander Hamilton bill. 

Last year we were told that the amend
ment should not be added to the foreign 
aid bill. I do not know what we will be 
told today. We may well be told that it 
does not belong on the pending bilL I 
am quite sure that it belongs somewhere. 
The sooner we nail it down somewhere 
the better. I believe that the pending 
bill is the appropriate vehicle on which to 
set forth this policy, because the only 
reason for the pending bill is the fiscal 
crisis of the United Nations, and the 
pending amendment seeks to do some
thing about it. Does the Senator from 
Georgia agree with me? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I congratulate the 
Senator on seeking to find an appro
priate place to enforce simple morality 
on the part of our associates in the 
United Nations. I hope he will continue 
to pursue his efforts with zeal. There 
ought to be a place somewhere for an 
expression of encouragement of morality 
and living up to responsibility by people 
everywhere in the world. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, may 
I inquire as to the time situation? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the Senator wish to know 
the situation with regard to the time on 
the amendment or on the bill? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. How much time 
did the Senator from Iowa consume? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Iowa has con-

sumed 47 minutes. The Senator from 
Alabama has a full hour remaining. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Chair. 
I appreciate the spirit in which the 

Senator from Iowa has offered his 
amendment. I know that he is interest
ed in fiscal integrity as to the member 
nations of the United Nations. I know 
that is the purpose for which he has of
fered his amendment. 

I do not agree with the Senator from 
Iowa as to this being the proper way to 
obtain fiscal integrity. I go along with 
the Senator from Iowa in the feeling 
that sufficient effort has not been made 
in the past in the United· Nations to get 
the nations to pay up. I say that on 
my own. I must admit that I do not 
know how hard the U.N. has worked on 
it, but I have the feeling that a better 
record could have been made than has 
been made. 

Yet I believe we must be practical. We 
recognized this problem in the Foreign 
Relations Committee, and we discussed 
things that we might do after we had 
disposed of the pending measure, first . 
in trying to get our delegation to inform 
us as to certain things that were going 
on, and second, to urge our delegation 
to get the Secretary General to exert 
greater effort toward the collection of 
dues. 

I invite the attention of my friend from 
Iowa to the fact that most of the figures 
he quoted were from 1961. The 1961 
year of the United Nations has just 
ended. A great many nations pay 
their dues on the basis of a fiscal year. 
Many fiscal years have not run out. I 
do not know, but it is possible that an 
up-to-date showing would indicate that 
the United States is in arrears, because 
we conduct our business on a fiscal-year 
basis. Our fiscal year ends on June 30. 
The United Nations conducts its affairs 
on a calendar-year basis. I recall that 
the Senator from Iowa has used the 1960 
figures. I believe we could find a better 
guide in the year 1961. 

I am not saying this for the purpose 
of belittling the fact that certain nations 
are behind in their payments. In my 
presentation on the opening day of the 
debate I gave the number of nations that 
were behind, and how much they were 
behind. Every effort ought to be made to 
have them catch up. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Before I yield, I re
mind the Senator that in the letter from 
the President which I read into the REC
ORD yesterday he makes-this statement. 
The Senator will find it in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD at page 5906. I will give 
the Senator time to turn to the letter, in 
order that he may follow me. I hope 
he will read the whole letter. I ask the 
Senator to ref er to the third paragraph, 
in which the President says: 

I am also in agreement with the intention 
stated in section 4 of the substitute that this 
Nation use its best efforts to strengthen the 
pattern of U.N. financing in such a way as 
to make unnecessary any future large-scale 
borrowing. 

Now follow the details: 
Steps to be taken in pursuit of this goal 

would include efforts to improve the admin
istration of fiscal affairs in the Secretariat 
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and constituent agencies and ·bolster the ex-
isting :fiscal office and officers. ' 

Then the Presiden·t goes on to say 
that he will submit to Congress a semi
annual rePort on all the fiscal affairs 
of the United Nations. I mention that 
because while the Committee on Foreign 
Relations did not follow the method 
suggested by the Senator from Iowa, we 
decided on one which I believe will pro
duce results. This is borne out by the 
statement of the President himself. I 
certainly would not use coercion in 
condemnation of the Senator's amend
ment, but I do not believe that the 
method proposed by the committee would 
be as coercive as this. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from 

Alabama realize that when I was. re
f erring to the arrearages in 1961 and 
1960, the source of my figures was the 
statement of the United Nations Sec
retariat on the collection of contributions 
as of February 2-8, 1962; and that for 
the year 1961, the period runs only from 
January 1 to October 31. 1961; it does 
not cover November and December? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad to have 
that information; I did not realize that 
that was true. But the point is that 
if a payment was due to the United 
Nations during fiscal 1961, that amount 
might be payable. so far as the nation is . 
concerned, in a fiscal year that is com
pletely different from that of the U.N. 
That is true of the United States. If an 
assessment against us was · payable 
in 1961, the appropriation would have 
been made for the following fiscal year
that is, fiscal year 1962. Sometimes the 
second half of our · assessment is not 
payable until the second half of our fis
cal year. For that reason, there have 
been times when the United States has 
been shown as delinquent because of 
the inconsistency between the fiscal year 
of the United Nations and the fiscal year 
of the United States. 

I do not make a point of that. Some 
nations are behind in their payments; 
there is no question about it. As the 
Senator from Iowa has said, this ques
tion was raised in connection with the 
foreign aid bill last year. There was a 
yea-and-nay vote on it, and the vote was 
66 to 24, as I recall. I stated at that time 
something that certainly is true at this 
time: that by this method we would be 
penalizing the very countries which we 
seek to help. 

The Senator has a provision at the 
end of his amendment this year which 
he did not have in the amendment last 
year. It gives the President the right to 
exempt countries if he finds that for 
some reason they have not been able to 
meet ·the requirements. We are really 
dealing with the collection of U.N. debts, 
and· by this amendment we· would be 
making the President of the United 
States the bill collector for the United · 
Nations. I do not believe we ought to 
follow that course. I think the course. 
which is outlined in the President's letter 
ls a much better method. 

Mr. President, the amendment of the. 
Senator from Iowa, if agreed to, would 
penalize the very countries which most 

need help. It would let go scotfree 
Russia and all- the other Communist 
countries. The amendment would not 
touch the Communist countries, except 
perhaps Poland, which the Senator from 
Iowa mentioned. I am not sure it would 
even affect Poland. Our relief for Poland 
was given largely under Public Law 480, · 
and probably included some equipment. 
The Senator simply referred to the relief 
as a grant. I do not know if he has a 
breakdown to show what the grant con
sisted of. 

Also, his proposal would let France go 
scotfree. France is one of the great 
powers that have declined to pay the 
assessments; although it is believed that 
if a favorable decision is handed down 
by the World Court, France will pay the 
special assessment, just as it pays its 
regular assessment. · 

Another country that has disagreed 
with the operations in the Congo is a 
very good friend of the United States. I 
think the Government of that country 
has become more realistic recently, and 
r hope someday it will be back in step. 
The country is Belgium. The proposal 
of the Senator from Iowa would not af
fect Belgium, because we do not extend 
aid to Belgium. It would not aff ec.t the 
richer countries of the world, because 
we do not extend aid to them. The Sen
ator's propooal would affect only the 
countries to whtch we extend aid; and 
they are the very countries we wish to 
help. His proposal would go after those 
countries hammer and tongs, but would 
not touch the other, bigger countries~ . 
such as those I have named. I simply 
do not believe that his proposal provides 
a realistic approach. I do not believe it 
is as good an approach-and I say this 
in deference and with complete recog
nition of the absolute sincerity of the 
Senator from Iowa-and I do not believe 
it seeks to solve the problem in a real-
istic manner. · 

The proposal of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations is a much better ap
proach. This is confirmed in the letter 
of the President, which I read a few 
minutes ago. I think the Senator from 
Iowa will see a much better record a 
year from now. I think he will then be 
able to place in the RECORD a much bet
ter showing than is true today. 

Mr. President, I am ready to yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. MILLER. lylr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

I echo the sentiments of the Senator 
from Alabama about what we are seek
ing to achieve. I know he is sincere in 
his statements. I know he was sincere 
last year in the debate on the same sub
ject with respect to the foreign aid bill. 
Certainly we are all sincere. The only 
trouble is that we are not getting action. 

The Senator from Alabama suggests 
that a year from now we will have before 
us a report which will show a great im
provement so far as the fiscal position 
of the United Nations is concerned. I 
pray that we will. But we do not have 
a better one today than we had at the 
time of our last debate on this issue. 

I am not quite as sure as the Senator 
from Alabama that an all-out effort has 
not been made by the U.N. and its offl- . 
cfals and our delegation to the U.N. · As 

I said ear-lier, Acting Seeretary General 
U Thant is engaged in an •intensive ef
fort to try to have the laggard nations 
pay their- bills, but the results have been 
most disappointing. · 

I have read the letter from the Presi
dent, to which the Senator from Ala
bama has referred. I am pleased to note 
that the President is in ·agreement with 
the policy set forth in the substitute 
bill. But the point I made earlier in my 
argument is that there is nothing new 
about this policy. It is a policy that 
every President and every Congress have 
followed since the formation of the 
United Nations. I do not see that a 
thing has been added. It is said that 
steps to be taken in pursuit of the goal 
of a sound fiscal situation would include 
efforts to improve the administration of 
the fiscal affairs of the U.N. Secretariat. 
I am not certain what that means. 

I am not sure that merely a reshuffling 
of the administrative officials within the 
U.N. Secretariat would change the at
titude of the government of a nation in 
some other part of the world with re
spect to paying its bills to the United 
Nations-. Perhaps more billings would 
be sent out; I do not know. But I can
not see that this would change the posi
tion of any nation in that connection. 

The President's letter also says that 
we shall bolster the existing fiscal office 
and officers of the United Nations. I am 
not sure what that means. I hope the 
Senator will spell out what it means. 
Does it mean that. in effect, more reve
nue agents for the United Nations will 
be going around, attempting to collect 
its bills? I do not know what it means. 
But I suggest that even if a whole army 
of revenue agents for the United Nations 
were sent all over the world to collect its 
bils, they would not be able to collect 
one additional cent if the Nations con
cerned did not want to practice fiscal in
tegrity. Certainly that would not hap
pen even if the President of the United 
States himself were to ·proceed to visit 
the various countries in an endeavor to 
collect the bills for the United Nations; 
and I am sure the Senator does not con
template having that done. 

All we seek is authority for one of our 
foreign aid administrators, when dealing 
with some other nation, to determine 
whether this nation can, while main
taining its economic integrity, pay its 
bills to the United Nations. If it can
not, the negotiator would send to Wash
ington his determination to that effect. 
But if it can, the negotiator would ad
vise that country that the taxpayers of 
the United States-those in Alabama, 
those in Iowa, and those in other 
States-are not going to send any of the 
U.S. foreign aid to such a country until 
it begins to practice fiscal integrity be
fore the United Nations. In other words, 
we mean to have such nations engage in · 
more than lipservice in connection with 
the Charter of the United Nations. We 
want more than that; we want action, 
and we want it soori. In ·fact, it is long 
past due. 

So, Mr. President, I 'close by stating 
that I appreciate the fact that the For
eign Relations Committee has consid
ered this matter and has recognized 
the · seriousness of the problem, and I 
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also appreciate the fact that the Presi
dent of the United States wants some
thing done about it. But I suggest that 
unless something other than what is 
called for by the substitute or by the 
main bill is done, we shall not be taking 
action to cure the evil which exists. I 
believe we have a great opportunity to 
practice some leadership in connection 
with our foreign-aid program, by en
couraging nations in arrears to "get 
right" with the United Nations. 

Mr. JAVITS and Mr. COOPER ad
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, l 
had promised to yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I shall be glad to wait, 
if the Senator from Kentucky prefers 
to speak at this time. 

Mr. COOPER. Not at all. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. What time is now to be yielded? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Then, Mr. Presi

dent, I now yield 10 minutes to the Sen
ator from New York. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from New York is 
recognized for 10 minutes on the amend
ment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to both the amendment 
of the Senator from Iowa and the Rus
sell amendment. I should like to dis
cuss first the Russell amendment-and 
I say this with all due respect to the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
because the Russell amendment goes to 
the very heart of the bill, whereas the 
Miller amendment deals with problems 
existing in the United Nations-prob
lems which I shall discuss in a few 
minutes. 

Mr. President, the Russell amendment 
goes to the very heart of the bill which 
relates to the proposed $100 million loan 
to the United Ntaions; and the vote to 
be taken on the Russell amendment has 
very properly been regarded as a most 
important vote, and undoubtedly it will 
set the climate in this Chamber for the 
other votes which will ensue. 

Mr. President, the reason why the 
Russell amendment is so very important 
is that it deals, in effect, with the very 
existence of the United Nations itself
a subject which, basically, has not been 
under consideration in this Chamber 
since the time when the United Nations 
Charter was confirmed by vote of the 
Senate. Once the charter was con
firmed, normally that would have been 
the end of Senate consideration of that 
basic subject. But by means of the 
Russell amendment we are now con
fronted with an opportunity to act di
rectly in relationship to the United Na
tions itself, by means of a contract 
which in effect calls for a loan by the 
United States to the United Nations; 
and in that connection the Congress 
would make funds available by means 
of a regular appropriation. In that waY. 
the United States would give assistance 
which could help save the United Na
tions itself. 

Mr. President, I believe the entire Na
tion will watch with great care the votes 
cast by Senators on the Republican side 
of the aisle when the Russell amend
ment is voted on, because as the debate 

has developed there have been, on this 
side of the aisle, expressions which 
might give rise in the country to a fear 
that stirrings of the old attitude of 
isolationism may be occurring. How
ever, it is my deep conviction that such 
an attitude has been removed from po
litical life in our Nation, and does not 
today represent the main body of Amer
ican political opinion. Therefore, I hope 
very much that Senators on this side of 
the aisle will show that decisively when 
the vote is taken; and I hope very much 
that a majority of the Republican Sen
ators will back the minority leader [Mr. 
DIRKSEN] in the arrangements which 
have bene made, which have resulted 
in the fundamental issue which is before 
us. 

Mr. President, I believe that many 
Senators in considering the Russell 
amendment have failed to realize the 
size of the issue it involves, as com
pared with the actual direct action 
which would result if the amendment 
were adopted. The Russell amendment 
really involves the issue of whether the . 
United Nations itself will be sick finan
cially or whether it will be reasonably 
well financially, That is a very impor
tant issue; and certainly the Soviet 
Union would like nothing better than 
to be able to put the United Nations 
into a position of fiscal bankruptcy. In 
fact, as I shall show in a few minutes, 
the Soviet Union is directly responsible 
for the fiscal problem of the United Na
tions which now exists. 

So, Mr. President, it will not be enough 
for our country to give the United Na
tions a slight blood transfusion-which 

. is what the Russell amendment would 
do- so as to enable the United Nations 
to live from today until tomorrow, but 
continue to be in financial difficulty. 
Certainly that would be the result, be
cause even if the United States were to 
forgive this debt, the United Nations 
would still be in financial difficulty. In 
short, what is needed is to have the 
United Nations place its feet on a solid 
road for at least a year or two, so as to 
be able to deal adequately with its 
finances, which right now constitute its 
major headache, and at the same time 
have an opportunity, through a finding 
by the World Court and by means of ac
tion by its members, to bring itself 
abreast of its financial responsibilities. 

So, Mr. President, the Russell amend
ment suffers by reason of the fact that 
it would still leave the United Nations in 
an emergency financial condition; and, 
as I view the matter, such a situation 
would be very inimical to the interests 
of the United States. In my opinion, by 
granting the United Nations what is-in 
view of the size of our budget and the 
importance of the issues at stake-a very 
small sum of money, namely, the dif
ference between $38 million and $100 
million-and, Mr. President, mind you, 
most of that would be handled on a 
matching basis, happily, as the Foreign 
Relations Committee has worked out 
that matter, and as I, myself, sought to 
have it worked out-the United Nations 
would thus be freed of its fiscal emergen
cy problems, and then would be able to 
face the particular issue~ being raised by 
various Senators, regardless of whether 

they favor or oppose the Russell amend
ment. In short, as a result of such ac
tion the United Nations would then be 
able to deal in a far more effective way 
with problems such as those of the Gen
eral Assembly, the mounting of troop 
movements in various parts of the world, 
such as in the Congo, and so forth. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, if the 
Russell amendment is defective on that 
ground-and I believe that is a fatal de
fect-the Russell amendment is even 
more defective in section 2, because that 
part of the amendment of the Senator 
from Georgia would require Congress to 
declare war every time the President 
wanted to help the United Nations in 
any of the very necessary ways in which 
it would from time to time be likely to 
need help. Section 2 of the Russell 
amendment would require that the Con
gress take favorable action on a reso
lution stating that it is the desire of the 
Congress to help the United Nations; 
and such a procedure would play direct
ly into the hands of the very techniques 
which have been used at various places 
in the world in order to embarrass and 
cause difficulty to the United Nations. 
Certainly we wish to avoid such situa
tions-for instance, those in Laos or in 
Vietnam, where the C0mmunists have 
used methods of infiltration and sub
version, although without causing a gen
eral war. Certainly we must be in a po
sition to counter such developments. We 
do not wish to be thrown into actual 
war every time a situation similar to 
Vietnam or the Congo or Berlin develops. 
Yet section 2 of the Russell amendment 
would compel Congress either to act to 
that extent in such situations, or else 
be powerless. 

So it seems to me the question involved 
in the Russell amendment is a much 
larger one than the question of making a 
loan to the United Nations; and I be
lieve that the decision reached by the 
Senate in regard to the Russell amend
ment will, indeed, be a very fateful de
cision, insofar as the United Nations is 
concerned. In fact, favorable action by 
the Senate on the Russell amendment 
could well be a fatal decision, in my 
opinion, for it could well gravely endan
ger our entire posture in connection with 
international affairs, and could do so to 
a much greater extent than could pos
sibly occur in connection with any ques
tion involved in making a loan of $30 
million or $160 million or $200 million to 
the United Nations. That is the real 
force of the Russell amendment, and that 
is the real reason why in voting on it we 
shall be voting on a fundamental ques
tion, and not by any means a question of 
small import to the usefulness of the 
United Nations. 

I have respect for the argument of the 
need for having in the General Assembly 
an effective body if it is going to be the 
principal forum of the United Nations, 
and I have a great respect for the criti
cisms and analyses made by the distin
guished Senator from Georgia and the 
distinguished Senator from Washington, 
and other Senators, with respect to the 
imperfections and deficiencies of the U.N. 

All those discussions have a part in 
showing this country where it is going, or. 
how it operates, or where it "should go, 
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But in my opinion that is an extremely 
different thing from adopting a section 
which will commit the responsibility of 
Congress very much against the kind of 
foreign policy we have to pursue now in 
view of the constant Russian and Chi
nese Communist threats in terms of lim
ited war and actions. 

The very thing we do not want Con
gress to do is pass a joint resolution 
every time one of these incidents requires 
cooperation or activities in the U.N. 
Once Congress passes a joint resolution 
of that kind, then these incidents cannot 
be confined to their proper limits as inci
dents, but they will become major emer
gencies as between our country and the 
Communist bloc. 

So, Mr. President, I think the Russell 
amendment should be rejected very de
cisively for the reason that it extends 
the ambit of this debate far beyond its 
proper compass and commits it to a 
course of action gravely inimical to what 
ought to be the bipartisan policy of our 
country, by general agreement. 

Now I desire to comment on the Miller 
amendment. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield before he goes to the 
Miller amendment? 

Mr. J A VITS. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I understand the Sen

ator advocates committing American 
men into military actions instituted by 
the United Nations without Congress 
participating in any degree. 

Mr. JAVITS . . I do not think the Sen
ator from New York recommends any 
such thing. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thought he did. 
Mr. JAVITS. I would like to answer, 

if I may, because Congress can always 
act if it wants to stop the President, 
either by censure resolution, or not pro
viding the money, or otherwise asserting 
its power. 

I am against passing a law which will 
make the President come to Congress 
for a joint resolution, which is tanta
mount to an American declaration of 
war, every time this country wants to 
participate, in the interest of interna
tional peace, in some U .N. action. 

The Senator from Georgia does not 
confine his amendment, as I read it, to 
manpower. It extends to military ma
terial as well. So it does not affect just 
manpower. It may very well be that 
manpower forces of our Nation will not 
be committed at all, but, if the amend
ment is adopted, committing military 
equipment or materiel will also require 
a joint resolution, as I read it. I think 
that to commit us to a policy of that 
kind would be inimical to our best in
terests. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is en
titled to his opinion. The Constitution 
gives Congress very broad power in 
committing American men to battle. Is 
the Senator familiar with section 6 of the 
United Nations Participation Act passed 
in 1945? 

Mr. JAVITS. I do not remember it 
offhand. Will the Senator read it? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is the section which 
provides for participation of American 
Armed Forces in conjunction with others 

in the United Nations. Section 6 reads 
as follows: 

The President ls authorized to negotiate a. 
special agreement or agreements with the 
Security Council which shall be subject to 
the approval of the Congress by appropriate 
Act or Joint resolution, providing for the 
numbers and types of armed forces, their 
degree of readiness and general location, 
and the nature of facilities and assistance 
including rights of passage, to be made avail
able to the Security Council on its call for 
the purpose of maintaining international 
peace and security in accordance with article 
43 of said charter. 'Ib.e President shall not 
be deemed to require the authorization of 
the Congress to make available to the Secu
rity Council on its call in order to take action 
under article 42 of said charter and pursuant 
to such special agreement or agreements the 
armed forces, facilities, or assistance pro
vided for therein: Provided, That nothing 
herein contained shall be construed as an 
authorization to the President by the Con
gress to make available to the Security Coun
cil for such purpose armed forces, fac111ties, 
or assistance in addition to the forces, facili
ties, and assistance provided for in such spe
cial agreement or agreements. 

In 1945, when we implemented our 
approval of the United Nations Charter, 
we said the President could not commit 
men or facilities or materiel to combat 
with the United Nations without appro
priate act or resolution of Congress. 

I have offered the amendment in the 
language I have employed to bring to 
the attention of the Senate how far we 
have gone in abdicating our responsi
bilities and our sworn duties. It is prac
tically the same language as exists in 
the 1945 act. It has the same· effect 
the existing law has. Yet the Senator 
finds some horrendous threat to the 
peace and security of this country in 
letting the ·Congress of the United 
States, when it is in session, participate 
in the action of the Chief Executive in 
sending the young manhood of this Na
tion to their death or to be maimed in any 
quarter of the globe. 
· Mr. JAVITS. In the first place, the 
Senator from New York has advocated 
no such thing, because the Senator 
from New York has pointed out that the 
amendment would cover materiel or 
equipment as well as manpower. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The original bill does 
that. 

Mr. JA VITS. The Senator from New 
York will get to the Senator's statement 
with respect to the United Nations Par
ticipation Act. The United Nations 
Participation Act, in section 6, ref erred 
to the scheme of organization of a per
manent U.N. police force which was to 
be negotiated among the nations, and 
which is something that has never been 
done. It is that over which the Congress 
wished to keep control, and the Congress 
is quite right, because that is not an 
incident similar to the condition in the 
Congo, or Vietnam, or some other place. 
That is a basic commitment, of a per
manent character, of forces of the 
United States to the United Nations_, on 
a general basis. · I agree with that. 
This is not the same thing the Senator 
from Georgia is providing for. 

This section is tied in with section 
7, or at least chapter 12, ol the United 
Nati~ns Charter, which provides for ac-

tion by the United Nations, on an open 
basis, whatever may be decided as 
proper action by it with respect to 
threats to peace, breaches of the peace, 
and acts of aggression. 

In short, it is one thing to have Con
gress retain control as to what shall be 
done in devoting an element of the 
American military forces to a perma
nent type of police force to the United 
Nations. This is another matter. It 
deals, on a case-by-case basis, with 
individual incidents such as have oc
curred in Vietnam and the Congo, and 
may occur elsewhere. 

In one case, that of section 6, this is a 
major, deliberate decision by the United 
States to commit, on a permanent basis, 
as a fundamental basis of policy, some 
of its forces. 

In the other case it is an exercise by 
the President, on a foreign policy basis, 
which we could stop at any time, of par
ticipating with other nations in some 
actions adapted to a particular incident 
affecting the foreign policy of the United 
States. 

Though it is ancient history, I may 
mention that in our gunboat diplomacy 
in Latin America and other parts of 
the world our President did not come "to 
Congress to ask whether it wanted that 
particular thing done. The President 
acted under his power as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. 

It is all right to make lurid statements 
about the fact that we may send Ameri
can boys here or there to their deaths, 
but would we rather send them en masse, 
in the millions or in the hundreds of 
thousands? Or, instead, would we pre
f er to adopt the policy, which may cost 
some lives-and of course we under
stand that, and it breaks our hearts to 
even think of it-which is designed to 
minimize the danger by localizing and 
minimizing incidents, instead of leaving 
it up to the Congress to pass joint dec
larations that we wish to engage i.n 
massive participation. 

What would we expect the Russians 
to do if the Congress of the United 
States should pass a joint resolution to 
send American troops to the Congo? 
Should we expect the Russians to sit and 
twiddle their thumbs? I should say not. 
They would consider it to be a major ele
ment in the mobilization of our coun
try's forces. 

It is a great thing in the United States 
that any Senator-and certainly a Sen
ator as distinguished and important as 
our colleague-can present any amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR
DICK in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from New York has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 more minutes from the time 
on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is very 
important for us, as Senators, to care
fully examine what is proposed in all 
of its implications, in the face of world 
events, and fo address ourselves to the 
problems, as I did this morning. 
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I am deeply moved by the implica

tions of the amendment. I think it is 
an extremely i.mportant amendment, 
worthy of extended debate on the floor 
of the Senate, if Senators feel they wish 
to be ·enlightened on it further, because 
I think it would commit the United 
States to a very major policy which could 
lead us into very, very serious laby
rinths, dead ends and dangers. I should 
be remiss in my duty as a Senator if I 
did not say so. 

Mr. President, I now wish to take a 
minute or so on the Miller amendment. 

The Miller amendment, in my view, 
presents certain difficulties. I know the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] yields 
to no one, and he need not do so, in re
gard to deep concern about doing the 
right thing with respect to the United 
Nations financial situation. I do not 
question his good faith or his sincerity 
in making any statement. I do not 
feel that he is trying to embarrass or to 
encumber any element of our relations 
with the United Nations. 

The· point I wish to make is that the 
Miller amendment would require man
datory action by the President, since it 
uses the word "shall" on page 1, line 5, 
whereas the President does have today, 
as evidenced by his letter, a complete 
discretion in regard to a matter of this 
kind. The President could, if he so 
chose, withhold economic aid from a 
nation, if the President felt that nation 
was outrageously refusing to honor its 
United Nations obligations, as a matter 
of the policy of the United States. I 
think that is the best way to leave the 
situation 

I remind Senators that the World 
Court has not yet acted, so if we should 
adopt the Miller amendment we would 
be giving the President a mandatory di
rective before the advisory opinion 
comes from the World Court; we should 
be tying the President's hands with re
spect to many other nations than the 
ones which are rea-lly causing the prob
lem. If we examine the arrearages in 
respect to the special operations in the 
Congo, we see that the ones which are 
really causing the problem are those in 
the Commun1st bloc, which owe over 
50 percent of the total arrearages. 
Those include the Soviet Union, Poland, 
Rumania. France .and Belgium are also 
involved, and they would not be reached 
by the amendment. 

If we take the two groups together, 
they account for . a large portion of the 
arrearages. I have tried to make a quick 
calculation, and .I am perfectly willing 
to have it corrected. In respect to the 
1961 Congo assessments of something 
like $35 million, some $25 mi1lion or $26 
million is accounted for by the Com
munist-bloc nations, which are not 
going to be reached, and by France and 
Belgium, which are not going to be 
reached.. 

The amendment would tie the Presi
dent's hands in a mandatory way, with 
respect- to many nations, .quite a.part 
from the main ones which a.r.e causing 
tbe difficulty, and this will cause us dif
ficulty. It is really something like shoot
ing at a relatively small target with a 
very big gun. 

The President has discretion. He has 
indicated in his letter that he proposes 
to use it and to use it effectively. In my 
view, with the greatest of respect for 
the sincerity and desires of the Senator 
from Iowa, which I know are of the high
est in this regard, I think it would not 
be wise-and I use that word ad
visedly-to agree to the amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the nice 

comments made by my good friend from 
New York. I wonder if the Senator 
could perhaps tell us what he has in 
mind when he says that the President 
would be taking certain action. 

I asked the Senator from Alabama 
what the President's letter entailed. I 
cannot see anything specific in it. It 
talks in terms of enlarging the Secretar
iat and constituent agencies and of 
bolstering the existing fiscal office and 
officers. 

I know the President is deeply con
cerned about this whole problem, but he 
has been deeply concerned ever since he 
took office. President Eisenhower was 
-deeply concerned. The arrearages have 
gone up. They are particularly acute 
now. 

I wonder what ·the Senator has in 
mind by way of action by the President, 
other than what he has been discussing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
again expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes from the time on the 
bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold that yielding of 
time? I am glad to yield 5 additional 
minutes to the Senator from New York 
from the time on the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
I did not control that time, or I would 
have yielded it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Two points are involved. 
The first point is that the President is 
now committed, as shown by his letter, 
to see to it that every 6 months the Con
gress is given a report on arrearages, 
which will make those arrearages public 
-and call them to the attention of the 
Congress. Because the President will 
report to the Congress, it will give Mem
bers of Congress an opportunity to do 
what we are so expert at doing, to pro- . 
test very vigorously if we feel the pro
gram is not being handled properly. 

Second, I think the whole purport of 
the President's letter is that the United 
.States will -do what it has not done be
fore, that it will interest itself in a diplo
matic sense in the matter of the pay
ment of assessments, arrearages, et 
cetera to the United Nations. The Presi
dent will not use any of the money he 
may lend to the United Nations to bail 
anybody out. He makes that clear. 

The clear implication is present in the 
letter that the United States will address 
itself as a nation, with all the great 
facilities it has, toward seeing to it that 
a much better record is made. There is 
a commitment to do better, on our part, 

in a diplomatic sense, .which is. con,
tained in the agreement to· make reports 
to the Congr-ess, which is important, I 
think, 1irst, as giving to us a window 
on the situation, and, second, a platform 
from which to protest if we feel the pro
gram is not being handled properly. 

For those two reasons I made the 
statement I did. 

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate "the win
dow," and I appreciate the reports, but 
I have not had any difficulty in getting 
reports heretofore. It seems to me there 
has been a widespread coverage of the 
fiscal crisis before the United Nations 
by the press, going back to 1960. In 
fact, in the fall of 1960 many of the 
leading newspapers and magazines 
pointed out that by the fall of 1961 there 
would be a desperate crisis before the 
United Nations. 

I appreciate the opportunity to receive 
more reports more often, but I am not 
concerned about the fact that we shall 
be able to make speeches on this sub
ject or that we may become exercised 
about the situation; I am more concerned 
about the attitude of the member na
tions to whom we are giving assistance. 
I am particularly concerned about those 
nations to whom we are giving assist
ance who are practicing fiscal integrity, 
who will wonder why they receive the 
same kind of treatment that some other 
nation which is not practicing fiscal in
tegrity is receiving. 

If we had some assurance from the 
President of the United States that in 
our foreign aid program this would be a 
policy it would be helpful. If the Presi
dent would indicate that thi"s would be a 
policy, I would not necessarily feel in
clined to push my amendment, but we 
have received no assurance like that 
whatsoever. 

In this situation, I suggest to the Sen
ator from New York that, although we 
may have high hopes, a year from now 
we shall not be in a much better situa
tion than the one in which we find our
selves today. 

I am interested in some practical re
sults. I know the Senator from New 
York is interested in practical results. 

I cannot see anything in the proposed 
legislation before the Senate-and, 
frankly, I cannot see anything in the 
President's letter-which would assure 
me or my people that there will be any 
practical results from the proposed bill 
or the substitute, because I believe the 
President, the Congress, our delegations 
to the United Nations, and our foreign 
aid administrators have already, long 
since, been trying to get something done 
in this regard. I am confident they have 
been doing their best. I think it will re
quire a more positive policy to be enunci
ated by the Congress and tha·t is the pur
pose of the Miller amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I say to my colleague 
that since we have gotten the letter from 
the President, I think Congress has made 
itself very, very clear on the positive 
policy. 

Our debate constitutes a very strong 
record in the direction of positive policy, 
but I think we would be shooting with a 
very big gur: at a relatively small target 
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should we mandatorily require the Presi
dent to end aid, unless he accounts for 
it in some better way than he is now do
lng, to countries with respect to which 
our whole national interest may strongly 
dictate that we should give aid, not
withstanding U.N. arrearages. He has 
that discretionary power anyhow. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Would it be in order 

for me to use any time on my substitute 
amendment at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time on 
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
would have to be disposed of first before 
time on the amendment in the nature of 

J a substitute of the Senator from Georgia 
could be used. However,- time on the bill 
could be used. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes on the amendment to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, yester
day I heard the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] say that 
he felt some trepidation in addressing 
the Senate on the subject we are con
sidering because it was one which was 
primarily within the cognizance of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

If the Senator from Georgia, with his 
long record of distinguished service, felt 
trepidation, · it is evident that, in in
creased measure, I would also feel trepi
dation. Yet all of us must represent 
the people of our States, regardless of the 
committee on which we serve, and be
cause the subject is so important, I have 
interested myself in it and wish to ex
press my views on the amendment of 
the Senator from Georgia. 

I have the greatest respect for the 
Senator from Georgia. We may talk 
about arrearages, and the methods that 
should be used to secure payment of the 
assessments owed by members of the 
United Nations, but the basic issue that 
is really before the Senate, it seems to 
me, is this: 

Will the Congress reject the recom
mendations of the President of the 
United States, and make it impossible to 
solve the financial crisis in which the 
United Nations finds itself? 

I think that it must be admitted that 
we can meet the present crisis by loan
ing the U.N. $100 million, and yet another 
crisis may arise again 2 years from 
now. We may again have to decide 
whether support of the United Nations is 
more important than the loan of several 
million dollars. But today we must face 
the question, Will we provide the loan, 
without which it will be impossible for 
the U.N. to continue its security opera
tions in the Mideast and the Congo? 
Failure on our part would lead, if not 
immediately, inexorably, to the liquida
tion of these U.N. operations. 

If we do not furnjsh support we m1..1st 
remember what will be at stake. It is 
possible that the operation in the Mid
east may fail, and the United ·· Nations 
operation in the Congo. 

Perhaps some people would like to see 
these U.N. operations ended. But speak
ing as a Republican, I know that the 
U.N. operation in the Mideast goes for
ward partly because President Eisen
hower made in 1956 his historic decision 
that the United States would not join 
with its historic allies-the United King
dom, France, and a great friend of this 
country, Israel-in the use of force. He 
declared that the United States would 
support the principles of international 
law, and the Charter of the U.N. to which 
we have adhered, and that the Mideast 
problem must not be solved by force. 
The U.N. operation was enlarged in the 
Mideast because of this decision of 
President Eisenhower. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how 
much time have we remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 17 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 additional minutes to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. As much as the ques
tion has troubled many people, I ask 
Senators to consider the alternative if 
the United Nations had not decided to 
act in the Congo at the request of its 
Central Government, the only govern
ment which had been established by law. 
If the United Nations had not acted in 
the Congo, it is possible that the Soviet 
Union might have intervened. If this 
had occurred, the United States might 
have been required to face a much more 
difficult decision-whether the United 
States should intervene with arms and 
force. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

M. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that 

at the time of the creation of the new 
government of the Congo, the Soviet 
Union did, in a sense, intervene? Did 
not the Soviet Union send its diplomats, 
planes, and equipment to that country in 
an effort to play a very significant part 
in the affairs of the new country, but 
eventually was forced out of that coun
try by the central government? 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct. 
I believe the full story of the establish:

ment of the government of the Congo is 
not widely known. Before the Congo be
came independent, the leaders of its 
provinces, including Tshombe, met in 
Brussels and agreed to the establish
ment of a central government. The basic 
law under which the Congo operates to
day is one that passed by the Belgian 
Parliament, which declared the Congo 
would be unified under a central govern
ment. Its Parliament was elected as a 
central government. Then the seces
sionist movements began in Katanga and 
other provinces. But under the basic 
law there is no legal government other 
than the central government. But 
whatever it is, if the .United Nations had 
not intervened, it is wholly possible that 
the Soviet Union, which had tried to in
tervene, would have remained in tpe 
Congo and would, have-encouraged and 
supported the secession. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that 

after the Soviet Union was in effect 
forced out of Leopoldville, the capital of 
Central Congo, it returned to the eastern 
province in which Gizenga, the follower 
of Lumumba, was in power, and the 
Soviet Union was implanted in that area? 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct. 
It was the Central Government which 
forced the Soviets to leave. 

I do not think it is known that at one 
time the cabinet of Tshombe asked, or 
made a decision to ask, that, with 
Gizenga, the aid of the Soviet Union 
be sought. I do not mean to say that 
Tshombe participated in the decision, 
but his cabinet once determined to seek 
the support of the Soviet Union. 

If the Congress refuses to aid the U.N. 
and if the Congo operation fails, it is 
possible that the Soviets will be back, 
as they were before they were forced 
out by the Central Government. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. The pending amend
ment is critical. If the amendment of 
the Senator from Georgia were adopted, 
its practical effect would mean the death 
knell of the operation in the Congo, and 
perhaps in the Mideast. Perhaps I 
should not say that it would mean the 
end so far as the Mideast operation is 
concerned. Its adoption would seri
ously cripple the United Nations. We 
may not agree with everything it has 
done-and we do not-but I cannot con
ceive that any of us would want to 
weaken, and witness the deterioration 
or death of, the United Nations. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. It has been repeated 

time and again that the Communists 
were preparing to take over the Congo 
apparently by some kind of military 
coup. However, no evidence whatever 
has been presented, other than the flat 
statement of Senators, that conditions 
in the Congo were greatly different from 
those prevailing in any of the other 
African countries. The Russians have 
sent large missions and have sought to 
infiltrate all of them. So far as I am 
advised, the situation in the Congo was 
not different from that in any other 
African country. The Communists are 
ceaselessly infiltrating the whole world 
in maintaining large numbers of people 
in their missions, which are always used 
for the purposes of propaganda and 
subversion. 

I cannot understand the constant in
ferences that the Soviets had singled 
out the Congo on the west side of Africa 
as their target of military attack. Such 
intelligence sources as are available to 
me do not indicate that the Russians 
were preparing to send military force 
into the Congo any more than into any 
of the other African States. 

Mr. COOJ;>ER. I dtd not mean to say 
that the Soviets would send in military 
for.ces. I meant to say that the Soviet 
Union could · bring great missions into 
the Congo, with the purpose of support-
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ing secession and a broadened civil war. 
That would be to their liking. -

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pr.esident; I 
shall be glad to yield some tiiine to -the 
Senator from Georgia. · · 

Mr. RUSSELL. I would be glad to use 
my own time, but under the Parliamen
tarian's ruling, I am precluded from us
ing my own time. 

I wish to say, in answer to the Senator 
from Kentucky, that apparently he and 
I have been reading different official 
documents. I do not beli.eve there is 
any question that the Communists were 
trying to support the separatist move
ment of Gizenga in Oriente Province, 
and that they were demanding every day 
in the United Nations tliat steps be 
taken to crush Katanga and Tshombe. 
I have before me a transcript of the 
proceedings of the meeting of the 
United Nations Security Council of No
vember 26, 1961, when the final resolu
tion was adopted to direct military 
forces into the Congo to crush Tshonibe 
and Katanga Province. It shows that 
the mover of the resolution was Mr. 
Valerian Zorin, who, as the Russian rep
resentative, was the author of the res
olution. It shows that our own repre
sentative, Mr. Stevenson, tried to amend 
it to include Gizenga. That proposal was 
vetoed by the Russians. Our represent
ative voted for the resolution, stating 
that he did so -reluctantly. I hav:e be
fore me the statement that our -repre
sentative made. This is the final state
ment before the delegates proceeded to 
vote on the Russian resolution for mili
tary action to destroy Katanga and 
Tshombe. Our representative, Mr. Ste
venson, said: 

Before proceeding to a vote I .should like 
the privilege of saying a word in explanation 
of the position of my Government. We will 
ivote for the 'three-power resolution, as 
amended-with great reluctance-so that 
the Foreign Minister of the Congo, Mr. Bom
boko, wm not return to his tormented coun
try emptyhanded -after a11 these days of 
talk. We appreci-ate the efforts of so many 
delegations. and virtually all of the members 
of this Council, to get unanimity on a satis
factory -comprehensive mandate for the Sec
retary-General. We deeply regret the Soviet 
vetoes and are disturbed by what they im
ply for the future -of the Congo. In spite 
of ·these vetoes of paragraphs desired by the 
.representative of the Congo, and clearly de
fining the authority of the Secretary-Gen
eral, we wm vote for this resolution because 
we believe that the Council should take -a 
firm stand against the activities in 'the 
Katanga and specifically in support of the 
Central Government. 

Mr. President, I say to his credit that 
our representative offered an amend
ment to bring Gizenga within the pur
view of the same resolution. He re
ceived the vote of every member of the 
Security Council except Russia. Mr. 
Zorin voted against it and stated that, 
this being a vote cast by a permanent 
member of the Council, the resolution 
was lost. 

My objection all the way through to 
the Katanga military action has been 
that it was ordered by this resolution. 
I have heard the statement made over 
and over again that this was a great de
feat for the Russians. 

Mr. Zorin followed up the resolution 
with a letter to Mr. U Thant, demand-

ing that the U.N. move immediately into 
Katanga with all the military forces at 
its command. The Soviets feed on con
fusion and dissension within nations .and 
between nations everywhere. Tha.t is 
always grist for their mill. My primary 
objective to the brutal assault on Ka
tanga was that it was done by the 
United Nations~ an organization which 
was represented to Congress as one 
which was to undertake to solve prob
lems by. mediation and negotiation. In 
this case it moved with the utmost ex
pedition, with overwhelming force, and 
with unnecessary brutality, resulting in 
the death of women and children, the 
destruction -of hospitals, and the death 
of people driving ambulances on the 
streets of Elisabethville. They moved 
in without exhausting all the possibili
ties of mediation and negotiations, and 
they did so on the motion of the Soviet 
Union. 

Yet Senators tell us that the Soviet 
Union suffered a great defeat when Ka
tanga was conquered. · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I have been reading the 
proposed .amendments which are printed 
and are on our desks. I find some of 
them have a great deal of merit. They 
contain provisions which I would like to 
see written into the act. However, we 
must face facts. I do not believe that 
any of these amendments would get 
enough votes to be adopted. That was 
the case of the amendment which was 
proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER]' the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. MORTON], and myself. Had 
we had the votes to adopt the amend
ment, we would not have agreed to any 
compromise. We have agreed to a com
promise, and we did so because we did 
not have the votes. If we had offered 
the amendment and if it had been de
feated, the bill which would have been 
approved by the Senate would have car
ried the directive to the President to buy 
$100 million worth of bonds at 2 per
cent interest. I do not like that either. 

When we do not have ,enough votes 
to accomplish what we seek to do, we 
should do that for which we can get the 
votes. The compromise proposal was as 
far as we could go, The compromise 
does vest great power in the '.President; 
but unlike the original bill, it does not 
<lirect him to buy $100 million worth of 
bonds at 2 per.cent. It leaves the ques
tion with the President, and he has the 
power to do what the proposed -amend
ment would write into the bill. For 
instance, he can determine the interest 
rate on the loan. He can determine the 
duration of the loan. He can use this 
power of authority to lend $100 million 
to require the United Nations to make a 
real and determined effort to collect 
assessments before letting them have 
the money. He would have the power to 
do what the amendments which do not 
have votes enough to be adopted would 
require him to do. -

In effect the compromise bill warns 
the President to use this power wisely. 

I do not know whether the President 
will use this power wisely or not. I hope 
he will use it wisely, because he ,can go 
a long way toward improving the finan-

cial condition of the United Nations if 
he uses· the power provided in the com
promise bill as he will have the author
ity to do. 

Having helped to work out the com
promise amendment, I shall stay with it. 
I say again, though, that several of the 
proposed amendments are meritorious 
from my point of view. Nevertheless, we 
must face the fact that we do not have 
enough votes to adopt them. Therefore, 
let us adopt the compromise amendment. 

The bill will then go to the House, 
where I understand the hurdle will be 
somewhat higher than in the Senate. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield back the rest of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Montana will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it correct to 
state that the proposal on which the 
Senate is about to vote is not the Russell 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
but the Miller amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from California [Mr. 
ENGLE], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are absent 
on official business. 

I also .announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico rMr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ore
gon tMrs. NEUBERGER] is paired with the 
.Senator from Nebraska [Mr_ HRUSKA]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Oregon would vote "nay," and the Sena
tor from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

I further announc~ · that, if present 
,and voting, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
California [Mr. ENGLE], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG]., an~ the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] WOUld each vote "nay." · 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that ;the 
.Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKAj 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HrcKEN
LOOPER] is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr.s. NEUBERGER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "yea,0 and the Sen
ator from Oregon would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 15, 
nays 78, as follows: 

<Butler 
·l3yrd. Va. 
·-capehart 
Cotton 
Dworshak 

[No. 34 Leg.) 

YEAS-15 
Eastland 
Gruening 
Johnston 
Miller 
Murphy 

Robertson 
Russell 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Tower 
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Aiken 
Allott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd. W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 

Chavez 
Engle 
Hickenlooper 

NAYS-78 
Fulbright Metcalf 
Goldwater Monroney 
Gore Morse 
Hart Morton 
Hartke Moss 
Hayden Mundt 
Hickey Muskie 
Hill Pastore 
Holland Pearson 
Humphrey Pell 
Jackson Prouty 
Javits Proxmire 
Jordan Randolph 
Keating Saltonstall 
Kefauver Scott 
Kerr Smathers 
Kuchel Smith, Mass. 
Lausche Smith, Maine 
Lo.ng, Mo. Sparkman 
Long, Hawaii Symington 
Magnuson Talmadge 
Mansfield Wiley 
McCarthy Williams, Del. 
McClellan Yarborough 
McGee Young, N. Dak. 
McNamara Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-7 
Hruska 
Long, La. 
Neuberger 

Williams, N.J. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

M~. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
10 mmutes on the amendment to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. CAsE.J and, incidentally, may I say, 
I am dehghted, and I am sure every 
other Senator is, to. see him back on the 
Senate floor. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I voted against the amend
ment offered by my beloved colleague 
from Iowa primarily because I thought 
that it could be considered an invitation 
to some nations to become delinquent in 
their dues and then expect to come to 
Uncle Sam to enable them to pay their 
dues, and thereby create a situation that 
should not exist. 

Mr. President, from what one hears 
and reads, a speech at this time will 
change no votes. But as students of 
today and tomorrow read what is said 
here, there may be some value in record
ing one's thought at this time when a 
vote nears on an issue that has enduring 
implications. 

Although some might see in a vote 
against the so-called compromise plan 
a vote unfriendly to the United Nations, 
for myself I specifically disclaim such an 
attitude. It was my resolution in the 
House of Representatives in 1945 (H. 
Con. Res. 75) which was apptoved there 
on December 10, 1945, and concurred in 
by the Senate on motion by my distin
guished predecessor, Senator Gurney, 
next day, which invited the homeless 
organization to make its headquarters in 
the United States. 

The distinguished Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. WILEY] will recall he had a 
similar resolution pending in the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations but in 
the interest of prompt action when the 
infant United Nations was fl~undering, 

he specifically supported prompt con
currence in the action of the House. 

I ask :unanimous consent that follow
ing my remarks the proceedings of the 
House of Representatives on December 
10, 1945, and of the Senate on December 
11, 1945, dealing with the adoption of 
the resolution which I had introduced 
inviting the United Nations to make it~ 
headquarters in the United States, may 
follow my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres
ident, subsequently I urged and sup
ported the initial appropriation of $75 
million to get the headquarters under
way. 

So, I speak as an early and continuing 
friend of the United Nations. 

The basic reason why I shall not vote 
for the so-.called compromise bond-or-
10:=in .Proposal is that this falls too clearly 
w1thm the danger zone predicted for the 
United Nations when its headquarters 
was located here, namely, that tendering 
and acceptance of such a disproportion
ate share of its financing from one coun
try tends to make the U.N. beholden to 
that country and establishes a bad prec
edent for future action. 

At the time when it was proposed that 
the United Nations locate within the 
United States, many people feared this 
would tend to make the United Nations 
subservient to, or dominant in the for
eign policy of the United Stat~s. 

I may say that a distinguished Mem
ber of the Senate the other day, in a 
speech before the National Press Club 
expressed some fears in that regard, s~ 
these fears have been brought out to 
some extent in practice. 

If I recall correctly, the then Presi
dent, Harry S. Truman was among those 
who felt some misgivings on that score 
but he waived them for the sake of get~ 
ting the organization on to a functioning 
basis. 

The United Nations, Mr. President, 
should not be in the vest pocket of the 
foreign minister or secretary of state of 
any member nation-nor cornered in the 
portfolio of the treasury of any single 
country, either. The pending proposal 
~oes not ·go that far, but it does, in my 
Judgment, make the United Nations too 
largely dependent upon one nation that 
is, the United States, and creates for us 
in future crises a weakening of independ
ent judgment. It also would create a 
precedent for other members to vote ob
ligations and undertakings while send
ing the bill to Uncle Sam. 

We would become, to a greater extent 
than I think wise, the bailer-out for un
happy adventures. 

Mr. President, the question of the ex
tent to which a society of nations should 
undertake to pass judgment on civil and 
internal affairs of other countries came 
to my attention early. Forty-six years 
ago this spring, as a sophomore in col
lege, it was my privilege to participate in 
an intercollegiate oratorical contest held 
at Lake Mohonk, N .Y., in connection 
with a conference . on international 
arbitration. 

At that, for me, unforgettable experi
ence, I heard an impromptu debate be
tween William Howard Taft and Wil
liam Jennings Bryan, upon the merits of 
a League To Enforce Peace. Mr. Taft 
was the immediate past President of the 
United States; Mr. Bryan was Woodrow 
Wilson's recently resigned Secretary of 
State. 

I recall that the point which Mr. Taft 
sought to make quite clearly, because it 
was the problem point then, became the 
problem point for the League of Nations 
later and is the problem point for the 
United Nations today. 

"Some folks," Mr. Taft said, "object to 
the word 'enforce.' They think the or
ganization should be merely a League for 
Peace.'' Mr. Taft urged retention of 
the concept of enforcing peace. 

But though in idealism the enforce
ment of peace sounds attractive, the 
blunt lesson of history is that the en
forcer is likely to be regarded as hav
ing predatory interests by people against 
whom the enforcement takes place. 

This was so when the Holy Alliance 
fell apart. It was so when Prince Met
ternich's theory of legitimacy for the 
status quo failed. It was the- stubborn 
rock of suspicion on which the League 
of Nations grounded. 

The Senate of the United States re
fused to adhere to the League unless 
we retained the right to determine for 
ourselves whether affairs were internal 
or external and whether they involved a 
s~rrender of national sovereignty. And 
without the Pepper reservations we 
would not join the simply named League 
of Nations, although the enforcement of 
peace was not a rigid provision of its 
covenant. 

The lessons left by those experiments 
presumably were solidly learned. 

I recall hearing Henry Cabot Lodge 
while ambassador to the United Na~ 
tions, speaking in Sioux Falls, s. Dak., 
on the 10th anniversary of its birth 
say that the principles of sover~ 
eignty for which his grandfather had 
contended in the historic debates on the 
League of Nations had been accepted as 
the premise on which the Charter of the 
United Nations was written. This was 
that major decisions on the use of 
force rested in the Security Council 
where the permanent ,members held veto 
power. 

And, for myself, I am of the opinion 
that the shifting of such decisions to the 
General Assembly was an unfortunate 
resort to expediency. 

The current problem as to whether na
tions delinquent in their dues or assess
ments may vote might be resolved, I 
suggest, by requiring, first, that motions 
to employ the United Nations Emergency 
Forces in any situation be once and for 
all declared to be "substantive matters" 
to pass which a two-thirds majority is 
needed and, second, that no member be 
permitted to vote on "substantive mat
ters" unless that nation is current in its 
payment of all dues and assessments. 

It remains desirable I think to have 
as many· of these p;oblems ~f peace 
enforcement as possible settled in the 
Security Council. Only when the Secu
rity Council lacked suffici~nt unanimity 
for effective action should the decision 
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go to the General Assembly. But the-re 
the basic rule should be that any peace 
eilf orcement action must be regarded as 
a substantive matter, that a two-thirds 
majority must ·approve it before action is 
taken. Beyond that, the vote on such 
matters requiring a two-thirds majority 
for approval should be taken only among 
those members whose dues and obliga
tions are paid for the current year. 

A matter neither commanding ade.; 
quate unanimity of support for approval 
by the Security Council nor commanding 
a two-thirds majority of the dues-paying 
members of the General Assembly for 
effective action would not be a matter for 
United Nations action, but should be 
left to such regionally interested powers 
as might feel compelled by reason of 
regional interest to take action. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield me an 
additional 5 minutes? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 additional minutes to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. In the 
final analysis, a nation whose self
interest dictates that it take police action 
must answer to the public opinion of the 
world as to whether its action is right. 
Such a rule, I submit, would have a salu
tary effect on problems such as now exist 
and others that may arise. For, Mr. 
President, if there is one thing the United 
Nations needs today it is to learn fiscal 
·responsibilty. 

Many of my colleagues will remember 
the one-man teacher on that subject 
who used to remind the House of Repre
sentatives almost daily that bills incurred 
have to be paid. His name was Bob Rich, 
a Representative in Congress from Penn
sylvania. His favorite speech had one 
ringing question: "Where are you going 
to get the money?" 

The United Nations needs nothing 
more badly today than it needs a lesson 
on fiscal responsibility; that when ex
peditions are und~rtaken, they must be 
paid for. 

And, Mr. President, if there is no other 
way for the lesson to be learned, it might 
be the part of wisdom and experience to 
let the creditors of the United Nations 
today, including the United States, to 
continue to carry the accounts until the 
debts can be retired in a normal set
aside from annual revenues. 

At least, I hope that the expression of 
these observations may help to ·induce 
some caution against courses that could 
carry the United Nations down the road 
to destruction by over-exten.sion into ill
advised adventures. 

Mr. President none of us wants to delay 
the advent of world peace. 

The brutality of .war is etched vividly 
in the memory of every Member of the 
Senate through some experience or 

. other. Many have seen war's inhuman
ity on the field of battle itself. Others 
have seen it in the mountainous ceme
tery. of a million bodies at Verdun and 
Ypres. Others have felt it in the walled 
city of Old Warsaw or the reminders of 
Hiroshima. All have known the anguish 

of broken families arid orphaned chil
dren. A hundred place names remind 
us of the supreme sacrifice of young 
Americans from the bloodied beaches of 
Normandy to the bitterly won islands in 
the Pacific, sacrifices that touched every 
home in America. 

Our response to the call of people for 
peace should employ the lessons of ex
perience in molding and developing in
ternational organization and action. It 
is my judgment that in this area we 
should move forward but not too rapidly. 

We must not forget that were there 
no right of revolution our own country 
would not have been born; that where 
there is no opportunity for peaceful 
change there will be change by force; 
that young nations may be expected to 
have some growing pains even as we did 
under the Articles of Confederation be
fore we adopted a Constitution to form 
a more perfect union; that even so lovely 
a thing as the United Nations needs to 
learn the lessons of fiscal responsibility 
and to adapt its programs to its pocket
book and its commitments to its capa
bilities. 

This generation is seeing a new age 
born-the age of space-but there will 
remain for all time the nature of men 
and nations. By applying the lessons of 
history to the problems of the present, 
·and by recognizing the place of the 
Infinite in the shaping of events, we shall 
reach the true grandeur of the United 
Nations. 

EXHIBIT 1 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, House of 

Representatives, Dec. 10, 1945) 
PROCEEDiNGS ON HOUSE CONCURRENT 

RESOLUTION 75 
UNITED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, 

the morning press reports that the vote of 
the Preparatory Commission of the United 
Nations Organization on whether or not the 
headquarters of . the United Nations will be 
in the United States is to take place by ·the 
middle of the week; but reports over the 
weekend indicate that there is some un
certainty among the members about voting 
because there is lacking an official statement 
on the part of the United States as to its 
desires in the matter. Naturally the United 
Nations want to have an official expression 
to indicate that the headquarters will be 
welcome here. 

Mr. Speaker, I invite the attention of the 
leadership to the fact that on the 5th of 
September I introduced House Concurrent 
Resolution 75 which proposed that the 
United Nations be and hereby are invited to 
locate the site of the United Nations Organi
zation within the United States of America. 
In view of the pendency of . this question in 
London by the middle of the week, I hope 
the leadership will call for immediate con
·sideration ·of the resolution. 

[From _the RECORD of House proceedi~gs 
later in the day, Dec. 10, 1945) 

UNITED NATIONS ORGANIZATION 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 75. 

.The Clerk read . the resolution as follows: 
"Resolved by the House of Represe.nta_tives 

(the Senate concurring), That the United 

Nations be, and hereby are, invited to locate 
the seat of the United Nations Organization 
within the United States of America." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
UNITED NATIONS INVITED 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentlem_an from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, by 

the adoption of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 75 unanimously, the House of Represent
atives gives to the United Nations an offi
cial and hearty expression of welcome to 
place the headquarters of the new world or:. 
ganization 1n the United States of America. 

As I stated in my remarks earlier today, 
the United Nations' Preparatory Commis
sion sitting in London will vote by midwee~ 
on item No. 1 of its executive committee 
proposals . which recommended that the 
headquarters of the new world organization 
be placed in the United States. The press 
reports this morning indicated a hesitancy 
on the part of some members of the Pre
paratory Commission to vote since there has 
been "lacking an official statement of the 
United States desires on a UNO site." 

Adoption of the resolution should settle 
any uncertainty on that score, and I feei 
certain that it represents the overwhelming 
sentiment of the people of the United States 
in saying: "That the United Nations be and 
hereby are invited to locate the site of the 
United Nations Organization within the 
United States of America." 

This resolution was introduced in Sep
tember following the unanimous action of 
44 of the Nation's 48 Governors in adopting 
a similar statement when meeting at Mack:. 
inac Island. The only reason congressional 
action has not been taken earlier, it may be 
said, is that shortly after the resolution was 
introduced, a subcommittee of the Prepara
tory Commission voted overwhelmingly to 
place the headquarters in the United States, 
and it was here thought that any formal 
action by the Congress might be considered 
out of place as dealing with a matter already 
acted upon by UNO. 

In the past 2 weeks, however, representa
tives from various communities of the 
United States appearing before the Prepara
tory Commission in London have reported 
that some of the Commission's members were 
.under the impression that the headquarters 
were not wanted in the United States. When 
the · press, this morning, carried ·such a sug
gestion, with the vote of confirmation pend
ing this week, it occurred to me that an 
official statement should be made at once, 
and could be made by the adoption of the 

.resolution which I had introduced. 
Upon consultation, I found that the dis

tinguished majority leader, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. McCormack, and 
the distinguished minority leader, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Martin, 
and the Speaker the distinguished gentle-

. man from Texas, Mr. Rayburn, were of 
the same opinion, provided immediat~ action 
was agreeable to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

That committee was just adjourning its 
session when I reached the committee room 
and presented the matter to the chairman, 
the distinguished gentleman from New York, 
Mr. Bloom, and the ranking minority 
member, the distinguished gentleman from 
New Jersey, Mr. Eaton. The chairman im
mediately placed the resolution before the 
committee, which promptly and unanimous-
ly voted approval. · 
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The a.ction of the House of Representatives 

now ln passing the resolution by unanlm.crus. 
consent adds further to the wholehearted. 
character of the Invitation extended. and will 
be appreciated, I am sure, by the members of 
the United Nations Orga.ntzation. and. its Pre
paratory Commission. 

· It is not my purpose at this time to dis
cuss any particular site. I merely wish to 
say that there are many suitable places in 
this vast country .for a. headquarters, and to 
the one that the United Nations chooses. the 
United States bids a hearty welcome in the 
earnest hope that such ,a location will con
tribute to the great purposes of the United 
Nations Organization. ' 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
· (Mr. Jonkman asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks in the REC
ORD,) 
[From the proceedings of the Senate on 

Tuesday, Dec. 11, 1945) 
INVITATION TO LOCATE SEAT OF UNITED NATIONS 

ORGANIZATION WITHIN THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. P.resldent, there has just 

been messaged ove.r from the House of Rep-
resentatives House Concurrent Resolution 
7.5. I ask that the concurrent resolution 
may be read. for the information of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays 
before the Senate a concurrent resolution 
coming over from the House of Repr~senta
tives which will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con.~. 75). as follows: 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the United 
Nations, be and hereby are, invited to locate 
the seat of the United Nations Organization 
within the United States of Arnerlca." 

Mr. HILL. I inquire if the Senator from 
South Dakota is going to request immediate 
consideration of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. GURNEY. It was my intention to make 
a short explanation and then ask unanimous 
consent 'that the Senate concur in the House 
concurrent resolution. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator from South Dakota 
is a member of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relatlons. I wonder if he has had 
an opportunity to discuss this matter with 
the chalrman oI that committee. 

Mr. GURNEY. 'In answer I may say I not 
only had a chance to discuss it with him, 
but it was also considered by the committee, 
and I received permission to ask that it be 
considered on the floor of the Senate this 
morning, if I could get unanimous consent 
to that effect. 

Mr. HILL. I will say to the distinguished 
Senator that I was a little late in getting 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations be
cause I had to attend first a meeting of the 
Committee on Milttary Affairs and I did not 
hear the discussion in the Foreign Relations 
Committee, but, as I understand the Senator 
from South Dakota, the committee author
ized him to call up the resolution and ask 
for action by the Senate at the earliest prac
ticable moment. 

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator's statement is 
correct. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there ob
jection to the present consideration of the 
concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate pro
ceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, it is my under
standing that the Preparatory Commission is 
now sitting in London and intends to vote 
tomorrow on a site for the United Nations 
Organization. Therefore, while this is a con
current resolution and is not intended to do 
more than to convey the sentiment of both 
Houses or Congress, still it will be a semi
official invitation that the United Nations 
Organization's capital be located in the 
United States. 

'I wish to say that the Senate Committee 
on Floreign Belations this morning approved 
the conaurrent r~lution and authorized 
me to ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate concur in the resolution which was 
a:dopte~ by the House yesterday. I there
fore express the hope that the Senate will 
concur in the resolution. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, this morning 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
voted for House Concurrent Resolution 75, 
inviting the United Nations Organization to 
locate the seat of the Organization within 
the United States of America. This after
noon the Senate is about to adopt this 
resolution which was agreed to in the House 
yesterday. The concurrent resolution was 
introduced on September 5, 1945, by Repre
sentative CASE, Republican, of South Dakota. 

I am, indeed, happy that in a few moments 
this resolution will have been adopted by 
both Houses. For the benefit of the RECORD, 
however, I should like to note these facts. 

On July 12, 1945, I introduced Senate Con
current Resolution 20, designed for the same 
purpose, namely, to invite the United Na
tions Organization to locate its headquarters 
in the United States of America. House 
Concurrent Resolution 75 is identical in 
wording with my own Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 20, submitted a month and a 
half previously. I spoke on the floor of the 
Senate on this subject on July 12 and also 
a week later on July 20, 1945. 

May I call attention to the fact that this 
was long before the conferences had reached 
the final stage for the making of the decision 
as to where the seat of UNO was to be lo
cated? Today the decision hangs in the 
balance as to whether the seat of the Organ
ization wili be located on the free soil of 
America or on the strife-torn soil of Europe. 

I humbly feel that if the Senate had taken 
action on my own resolution in the period 
following its Introduction there would have 
been less doubt as to the final decision of 
the United Nations in this important mat
ter. Instead, the Senate did nothing for 
~½ months. 

Representative CASE submitted his resolu
tion on September 5, and the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee reported tt on December 
10, the same day that it was adopted by the 
House. 

It is good that the resolution has now 
cleared both Houses, but I feel that I would 
be remiss in my responsibilities if I did not 
point out the fact that the unfortunate de
lay in acting on my own resolution has left 
the issue of the location of the seat of the 
'United Nations Organization in doubt at 
this time. 

'The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question 
is on co!}curring in the House concurrent 
resolution. 

The resolution was concurred in. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] from 
the time on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I rise 
primarily to welcome my distinguished 
colleague [Mr. CASE of South Dakota] 
back to the Senate after his recent illness. 
I rejoice, with the rest of my colleagues, 
to find .him recovered, answering roll 
calls again and to know that we shall 
continue to have on the floor of the 
Senate, the benefit of his able mind and 
his active participation in the serious 
counsels with which we shall be con
fronted. It is good to have my dis
tinguished colleague back on the job 
again. 

I also compliment my colleague on the 
very penetrating address which.he gave 
on this very difficult question. I 
emphasize one point he made in 
dramatizing the implied dangers in· 
blank ·check legislation of any kind 
pointing up especially the dangers of 
blank .check legislation in the field of 
international relationships. 

It seems to me my colleague stressed 
a point which has not been sufficiently 
considered in the debate so far; that is, 
he has called attention to the position 
in which this kind of blank check fi
nancial concession would place the 
United States vis-a-vis the United Na
tions. Once there is given to any na
tion, including our own, the power to 
tend to dominate the activities of the 
United Nations-by veto, by dilatory 
tactics, or by the power of the purse
I think there is a tendency to destroy 
the activities and to defeat the ideal of 
the United Nations. If we pass this so
called substitute without refinement, 
without spelling out guidelines-and 
thereby through approving the substi
tute give to our President the right to ne
gotiate, to dicker, and to jockey with the 
United Nations as to how much money 
they would get, under what terms they 
would get it, the length of time involved, 
the amount of interest to be paid-at 
least those who oppose our way of life 
on the other side of the curtain would 
have some evidence and substance by 
which to charge that we are preparing 
to try to push the United Nations 
around. To give our President the 
power to convey or to withhold loans, 
to give him the power to determine 
whether the interest rate is exorbitant 
or almost nonexistent, to place him in 
position to bargain and barter--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 more minutes to the Senator. 

Mr. MUNDT. To give the President 
the power to negotiate with the U.N. on 
the basis of whether he will extend the 
1J.N. loan for 100 years, for 25 years or 
for 5 years would provide those who 
would do us in with propaganda a Pan
dora's box of arguments that the Con
gress of the United States has given to 
its President the right to try to control, 
to determine, and to direct the activities 
of the United Nations by the power of 
the American purse. 

I salute my colleague for emphasizing 
that argument. I think the U.S. Senate, 
before it finally approves supplemental 
financial aid to the United Nations
which I hope it will appropriately and 
prudently do-should recognize we do 
damage to the United Nations if we give 
any individual in the United States an 
undefined bargaining power which our 
critics can say can be used by the United 
States to pervert the United Nations 
policy, to direct it or to control it. 

At least partially in the direction of 
trying to restrict that kind of latitude, 
of trying to limit that kind of blank 
check legislation, of trying to let the 
whole world know on what basis we pro
pose to aid the United Nations, I have 
submitted an amendment designated 
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"4-3-62-A" which, at the appropriate 
time, I expect to call up and to discuss. 
My amendment limits the proposed un
limited latitude of the President and 
prescribes that the United States shall 
provide this supplementary assistance on 
the same basis that we provide our reg
ular contributions to the United Nations; 
namely, that we provide 33% percent of 
the total. 

But I think we have a senatorial re
sponsibility if we are going to prevent 
the accusation accompanied by a sub
stance of evidence that we are building 
here a great big American ramrod by 
which to push the United Nations around 
or let it starve. In lieu of that, we had 
better legislate in the open with precision 
and with detail, so that friend and foe 
alike will know precisely what kind of 
fiscal relationship we expect to establish 
with the United Nations. It should not 
be an effort which can be distorted by 
propagandists in unfriendly areas of the 
world as conveying the authority to bribe 
or to browbeat other countries to do our 
bidding in the United Nations or suffer 
the :financial consequences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield the Senator 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senate should as
sume the responsibility of writing a 
precise, clear and understandable :finan
cial arrangement with the United Na
tions. I would hope that the U.S. Senate 
should long ago have outgrown the tend
ency to write blank-check legislation 
even on domestic affairs. I shudder to 
think that we may today start initiating 
at this time a tendency to write blank
check legislation in the international 
sector. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I allot 
myself 10 minutes. I had hoped to 
have voted on my amendment ere this. 
I had not planned to make any other 
statement with respect to the amend
ment, but I walked into the Chamber 
when the distinguished Senator from 
New York [Mr. JAVITS] had the floor. 
I listened to him for a while. I wondered 
what he was discussing. At one stage 
in his remarks he said that he was re
f erring to the Russell amendment. I 
did not recognize it from his descrip
tion. 

Since the description was so distorted 
as to confuse me, I am sure it would 
confuse the readers of the RECORD. I am 
therefore compelled to make a brief 
statement and point out some of the in
accuracies in the Senator's argument. 

Among other things, he strongly im
plied, if he did not say, that if the Sen
ate agreed to such an amendment as 
the one I have proposed, American 
troops would be illegally in Vietnam. 
The Senator knows or he ought to know 
that the American forces in Vietnam are 
not there under any ruling, order, law, 
or regulation that is even remotely con
nected with the United Nations. They 
are there under a law that was passed 
by Congress with respect to military 
training missions under the Mutual As
sistance Acts many years ago. Their 
presence in that country has no connec
tion whatever with the United Nations. 

The question as to the size of the mis
sion and other questions of that char
acter are not spelled out in the law. 
My amendment would have absolutely 
no effect on such missions as that in 
which we are now engaged in Vietnam. 

The Senator undertook to brush aside 
section 6 of the bill, which clearly states 
that no troops, military facilities, or 
equipment shall be furnished except 
pursuant to an agreement made by the 
President and approved by the Congress. 
He said that provision would have noth
ing to do with sending them in, if a fire 
broke out in a country. 

I wish to read briefly from Report No. 
717, 79th Congress, of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations when they reported 
the bill to determine whether there was 
any restriction placed on the President 
of the United States: 

USE OF ARMED FORGES 

Section 6 of the bill concerns the impor
tant question of the supply of armed force 
to the Security Council. It deals with two 
problems in this respect which were the 
subject of considerable discussion during the 
course of the consideration of the charter in 
this committee and in the Senate last July. 

The first part of section 6 wouid author
ize the President to negotiate a military 
agreement or agreements with the Security 
Council for the purposes and within the 
limits prescribed by article 43 of the char
ter. While in constitutional terms, the prior 
authorization of the Congress is not needed 
to enable the President to negotiate an inter
national agreement--particularly when such 
an agreement is necessary in order to give 
effect to existing treaty obligations-the 
committee believed it desirable that on a 
matter of this scope and importance the 
Congress should record its views in advance. 
In this way the President may proceed with 
full assurance that the Congress as a whole 
desires an agreement to be entered into on 
this subject. At the same time the bill, by 
providing that the Congress shall approve 
any such agreement or agreements as may 
be negotiated, insures that the Congress will 
have full opportunity to pass upon the terms 
and provisions thereof. 

The bill provides that such approval by 
Congress shall be expressed by appropriate 
act or joint resolution. During the debate 
in the Senate on the charter last July,' there 
was considerable discussion as to whether 
the military agreements should be considered 
as treaties or whether they might be ap
proved by the Congress through the joint 
resolution procedure. The preponderant 
view was that the latter procedure was pref
erable since the agreements would be en
tered into for the purpose of giving effect 
to the obligation assumed by this country 
under article 43 of the charter to make avail
able to the Security Council the armed force 
necessary for the purpose of maintaining 
international peace and security. Under this 
view, the precise details of the obligation..::_ 
such as the exact amount of the forces to 
be contributed and the places where they 
are to be stationed-is not a matter for treaty 
consideration but for legislative sanction by 
the Congress under its constitutional powers 
to raise and support armies, to provide and 
maintain a navy, and to make rules for the 
government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces (art. 1, sec. 8, pars. 12, 13, and 14 
of the Constitution). There were those who 
expressed a preference for the treaty method 
of considering these agreements, but all were 
agreed on the basic proposition that the 
military agreements could not be entered 
into solely by Executive action. On the last 
day of the debate in the Senate, July 28, the 
President, then attending the Potsdam Con
ference-

And that refers to President Truman
sent a message to the Congress in which he 
stated that "When any such agreement or 
agreements are negotiated, it will be my pur
pose to ask the Congress by appropriate leg
islation to approve them." The committee 
believes that it is desirable to determine this 
question once and for all, and that it is ap
propriate to specify that the military agree
ment or agreements should be submitted for 
approval to the Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the first paragraph appearing 
on page 9 of the committee report to 
which I have referred likewise be printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the para
graph was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

In order that there may be no doubt about 
the availability of our Armed Forces, the 
committee believed it wise that the Congress 
should in this legislation confirm its view 
that the President has the power and obliga
tion, in compliance with our undertaking 
under the charter, to make the forces pro
vided in the agreements available to the 
Security Council. This act on the part of 
the Congress will contribute not only to pub
lic understanding within the United States 
but will also serve notice upon the world 
that as a nation we are prepared to carry 
out our obligations promptly and effectively. 
At the same time the committee felt it im
portant to make it clear that nothing con
tained in the statute should be construed as 
an authorization to the President by the 
Congress to make available to the Security 
Council for such purposes, armed forces in 
addition to such as may be provided for in 
the military agreements. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York then referred 
to the proviso in section 7. It so hap
pens that the proviso was added by 
amendment in 1949. With respect to 
that language the committee said: 

MAIN PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENTS 

The main purpose of the amendments is 
to add greater flexibility to the U.S. rep
resentation in the Security Council and to 
strengthen our representation to meet the 
increased volume of work handled by our 
United Nations mission at Lake Success. 

I ask Senators to listen to the fallow
ing statement: 

A new section 7 reaffirms and clarifies 
the authority of the President to authorize 
the detail to the United Nations of a limited 
number of personnel of the armed services 
for noncombatant purposes and the furnish
ing by the National Military Establishment 
of equipment and assistance in connection 
with the activities of the United Nations. 

All of this statement makes interesting 
reading. I refer to page 5, and I read 
the following sentence: 

The committee also notes that the assist
ance provided by section 7 is limited to 
U.N. activities directed to the peaceful settle
ment of disputes under either chapter VI or 
VII of the charter, but does not ap,ply to 
activities involving the employment of 
armed forces by the U.N. 

In other words, the committee at 
that time said that unless these agree
ments had been made and approved by 
the Congress, nothing could be furnished 
in the event armed forces were employed 
by the United Nations, unless the act 
had been approved by the Congress. I 
direct the attention of the Senate to the 
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language of the committee report, which 
reads as follows: 

EFTECT OF NEW SECTION 7 

The new section 7 is designed, therefore, to 
clarify the authori.ty and the terms under 
which services -and s~pplies may be made 
Sl,Vailabie to the U.N. by the United States, 
so as to eliminate any question regarding 
oontrol, the right of personnel to receive 
allowances, and the right of the United 
3tates to seek reimbursement. Nothing in 
~his bill obligates or commits the United 
.States to detail personnel or to lend equip
ment in any ,circumstances; that is a matter 
entirely in the discretion of the President. 
The President may comply with a request 
by the U.N. for personnel and equipment 
upon such terms and conditions as he de
termines to be appropriate, and only when 
ne finds that it is consistent with the inter
ests of the United States to comply with 
such request. The committee also notes 
that the .assistance provided by section '1 
is limited to U.N. activities directed to the 
peaceful settlement of disputes under either 
chapter VI or VII of the charter, but does not 
apply to .activities involving the employment 
of armed forces by the U.N. 

DETAiIL OF PERSONNEL 

The bUl limits to 1,000 the number of 
U.S. military personnel which may be -de
tailed to the U.N. at any one time. In the 
past, the maximum number detailed at a 
given time was about half this figure, but it 
-appears desirable to anticipate the possible 
needs of the foreseeable future. 

While asslgned to the United Nations, and 
subject to the control of the United Na
tions for the purposes of a particular opera
tion, military personnel detailed retain all 
their right.s as members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States. The bill assures that 
the individual will suffer no loss from being 
assigned to the United Nations, that he will 
retain the rights .and perquisites which per
tain to his status as a member of the Armed 
Porces of the United States acting in the 
capacity to which he is assigned by the 
United States, including ordinary military 
allowances, insurance, and disability bene
fits. At the same time the bill would permit 
administrative arrangements whereby the 
United Nations might undertake to pay some 
of the allowances directly to the individual. 

LOAN OF SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 

operation. such as the salaries of the military 
personnel which the Uni~ States would 
have paid even if these individuals had not 
been assigned to the United Nations. · The 
committee also ,recognized that there may be 
exceptional circumstances in which a re
quirement of reimbursement might impede 
the operation of a commission, or be other
wise contrary to the interests of the United 
States. The committee decided, therefore, 
that reimbursement shall not be an absolute 
condition and that the matter can be left 
to the discretion of the Executive. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE BY UNITED STATES 

It should be reemphasized that the assist
ance contemplated under section 7 of the 
amended bill relates solely to the peaceful 
settlement of disputes and does not relate 
to the use of armed forces as contemplated 
in chapter VII of the charter. This llmita
tion is specifically stated in the first sentence 
of the new section. 

The House committee report contained 
practically identical language. 

So I say that the language which the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS] 
denounced as being sucn a violent limi
tation on the President is not ,any 
strong.er than the il:aw has provided since 
1945, at a time when Congress had some 
self-respect, when it was willing to as
sume its duty to maintain our Armed 
Forces and to meet its constitutional duty 
to commit those forces to combat, and 
before it had become so supine and 
spineless as to delegate every portion of 
our constitutional authority to almost 
any little bureaucrat who may come in 
here and ask for it. 

I said there is a limitation on the 
President. I wish to point out this very 
carefully worded language in my amend
ment: 

SEC. 2. From and after the enactment of 
this act, no official of the United States or 
an y other person acting in behalf of the 
United States shall be authorized to permit 
the use of any military equipment or ma
teriel belonging to the United States or to 
order the participation of any person serving 
in the Armed Forces of the United States in 
any military action instituted by the United 
Nations unless and until such use or par
ticipation has been authorized by a joint 
resolution of the Congress of the United 
States if the Congress shall be in session. 

The bill also provides for the loan to the 
U.N. of the fair share of the United States 
of any supplies and equipment needed in 
connection with the activities of the field 
commission. The equipment contemplated The PRESU)ING OFFICER. The 
by this provision includes transportation time of the Senator has expired. 
and communication equipment used by the Mr. RUSSELL. I yield myself an ad-
Armed Forces. No combat equipment would ditional minute. 
be supplied pursuant to this section. It is There is nothing new in this provision 
also contemplated that the United States h 
might offer services of a noncombatant char- w ich will circumvent the power of the 
acter, such as the furnishing of transport President any more than the existing law 
facilities to carry personnel and equipment d-0es. To be perfectly frank about it, I 
or to malntain liaison. It should be noted put this provision in the amendment to 
that the bill establishes that the United see how many Senators and how much 
states shall supply a fair share of equipment of the press would rise up and say, 
and supplies contributed to the U.N. in a "'Here he is, trying to tie the President's 
particular operation. This is not intended hands," when it has been the law of the 
to impose a strict limitation, but only to 
assert the principle that assistance to the land ever since 1945. 
U .N. is an obligation of all members. The Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
committee is aware, of course, that in some yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
instances, the United states m ight have to - Tennessee, on the Russell substitute. 
be or even wish to be the _primary source of Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the pend-
such assistance. ing amendment has introduced into the 

REIMBURSEMENT TO UNITED STATES debate matters upon which I feel I 
Ordinarily, assistance rendered to the U.N. should address a few remarks to the 

under these provisions will be on the basis of Senate. 
reiinbursement to the United States for any 
direct and additional expenses which the 
United States may incur as a result of grant
ing such assistance. This is not intended to 
include a charge !or the loan of equipment, 
or other costs not attributable to the U.N. 

Before doing so I wish to call to the 
attention of the Senate the fact I have 
just had delivered to me on the floor of 
the Senate a rather lengthy cablegram 
from Mr. Moise Tshombe, President of 

the provincial government of Katanga. 
I do not believe it has a;ny particular 
bearing upon the pending issue, or that 
any such bearing was intended. How-. 
ever, lest someone think I am trying to 
suppress a message from Mr. Tshombe, 
I will leave it here on my desk for all my 
colleagues in the Senate to read. 

First I should like to say a few words 
with respect to the amendment offered 
by the distinguished and able senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] . 
Then I should like to express a few senti
ments with respect to the United Na
tions action and the U.S. support of 
those actions in the Congo, 

The amendment offered by the dis
tinguished senior Sena tor from Georgia 
contains two sections. The first section 
proposes to abolish or to waive the $30 
million debt which the United Nations 
owes to the United States. This is en
tirely unnecessary, Under the original 
United Nations Participation Act of 1945, 
the President of the United States has 
the authority to waive this obligation on 
the part of the United Nations. 

Adoption of the amendment would, in 
my opinion, eonstitute an outright refusal 
of the United States to participate in the 
United Nations bond - issue. It would 
repudiate the United Nations bond plan. 
It would preclude the purchase by the 
United States of any United Nations 
bonds, .and this .at a time when 53 other 
nations as of April 5 have either 
bought, agreed to buy, or pledged al
most $62 million of the proposed issuance 
of United Nations bonds. 

Second, the amendment would not 
permit the lending of any money to the 
United Nations. It would provide no 
money whatever to the United Nations 
to relieve its financial difficulty. 

I hope that the Members of the Senate 
-will realize the gravity of the amend.:. 
ment if adopted. It would not provide 
$1 of new money for the relief of the 
financial predicament of the United Na
tions. It may be that the Senate, after 
-careful consideration, wishes to do that. 
·I submit that it would be a serious step. 

As is true with many other Members 
of the Senate, certain United Nations 
actions, both in the Congo and otherwise, 
have not been to my liking. However, 
let us consider the alternatives. Sup
pose that the United Nations falters and 
falls into bankruptcy over the Congo. 
What are the consequences? First, the 
Prime Minister of the Congo, Mr. Adoula, 
and the head of the provincial govern
ment of Katanga, are now in the midst 
of delicate negotiations, as attested to 
by the cablegram to which I have just 
referred. If the Senate should today 
refuse to provide a single dollar in as
sistance to relieve the financial predica
ment of the United Nations, I venture to 
suggest that such action would torpedo 
the negotiations now underway in 
Leopoldville. 

Serious as that consequence might be, 
the amendment also provides a repeal of 
a portion of the United Nations Par
ticipation Act of 1945, as amended, I be
lieve, in 1949. 

The distinguished seni-0r Senator from 
·Georgia has addressed some remarks to 
the Senate regarding the power of the 
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President to use . U.S. troops. I call 
to the attention of the Senate that. 
the amendment of .the distinguished. 
Senator not only applies . to the use .of 
troops of the United States, but goes 
further than that. Let me read from 
page 2 of the amendment: 

From and after the enactment of this act, 
no official of this Government or any. other 
person acting in behalf of the United State~ 
shall be authorized to permit the use of 
any military equipment or materiel be.: 
longing to the United States. 

The materiel and equipment now in 
use by the United Nations in the Congo 
is largely of U.S. origin. So let no one 
be misled: The adoption of this amend
ment, if :finally written into the law, 
would foredoom the United Nations pro
gram in the Congo. 

What would the consequences of such 
action be? Perhaps our memories are a 
little short. Perhaps we should review, 
even briefly, the reasons for the presence 
of the United Nations in the Congo and 
the U.S. support of that program. 

The leading Belgian statesman of to
day, M. SpaAk, conceded in a speech 
to the United Nations that Belgium had 
not properly prepared the people of the 
Congo for independence before inde
pendence was granted. To whatever de
gree one may ~ess the onus for that; 
the fact stands that almost immediately 
after the granting of independence to 
the Congo under a provisional constitu-: 
tion, rioti~ broke out, law and order 
broke down, and insurrection of the 
armed forces occurred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
expired. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 additional minutes to the Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Not only was there in
surrection in the armed forces of the 
so-called central government in Leo
poldville; there was insurrection in 
Katanga, where several blocks of Elisa
bethville were burned and pillaged and 
razed. Rape, murder, pillage, theft, and 
rioting broke out rather generall:v, 
throughout the Congo. Tribal warfare 
became bitter and bloody. Perhaps the 
most serious threat was from the so
called armed forces themselves. 

What happened then? The Govern
ment of the Congo cabled an emergency 
appeal to the United Nations to send 
forces to reestablish law and order. But 
not only did the Government of the 
Congo petition for intervention by the 
United Nations; the Government of the 
Congo several days later also sent the 
following cablegram to the Prime Minis
ter of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev: 

We have to ask the Soviet Union's inter
vention should the Western camp not stop 
this aggression. 

This was in response to the return of 
Belgian troops. I do not wish to criti
cize Belgium for returning troops, be
cause the lives and property of Belgian 
citizens were in danger.· Indeed, Bel
gians were already losing their lives, not 
only in Leopoldville, but also in Elisa_
bethville and other places. ~evertbe
less, there was a violent reaction in the 
Congo to the return of Belgian troops. -

CVIII--382 

· Former President Eisenhower rejected 
intervention by the United States. He 
said: 

Any assistance to the Government of the 
Congo should be through the United Nations 
and not by any unilateral action by any one 
country, the United States included. 

So the decision was made-and I 
think rightly-that the United Nations 
should undertake the mission to restore 
law and order to those people so newly 
independent, but found so unqualified 
for it. 

But the Soviet Union did not feel that 
way. Lest Senators forget, soon after 
independence the Soviets were pouring 
equipment, men, political agents, and 
money into the Congo. Every Ilyushin 
arriving was loaded with political agents 
and instruments of subversion. There 
they hoped to establish a beachhead of 
communism in the heart of Africa. 

What followed? The late Dag Ham
marskjold, Secretary General of the 
United Nations, called upon the Soviet 
Union to stop its political aggression and 
subversion. The Soviets refused .to stop. 
Mr. Hammarskjold, in an act of cour
age, but an effective action, closed all 
the airports in the Congo to all air traffic 
except that of the United Nations. 

Then the President of the Congo, Mr. 
Kasavubu, who, in my opinion, has not 
been given sufficient credit for the cour
age of his acts-and I think the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LAUSCHE] will concur with me in this 
statement-went to the radio station 
and fired Lumumba. It was President 
Kasavubu, acting on .his own, who di
rected Colonel Mobutu to tell the agents 
of communism to get out of the Congo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Tennessee has 
again expired. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield an additional 3 minutes to the Sen .. 
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I shall not trespass upon 
the time of the Senate to review the sit
uation in detail. Permit me to conclude 
by saying that I believe the relative suc
cess of the United Nations operation 
in the Congo-tragic as that operation 
has been in a number of instances, with 
its mistakes, with its heartaches-has 
been the greatest def eat administered to 
Khrushchev in a decade. The Congo is 
not now a beachhead for communism in 
the heart of Africa. 

We have not supported the secession 
of Katanga; we have opposed it. There 
is no legal basis, there is no moral basis, 
there is no practical basis for the seces
sion of Katanga, any more than there 
is a legal, moral, or practical basis for 
the secession of northern Katanga, 
where some Balubas have wanted to 
secede from the Province of Katanga; 
any more than there is a supportable 
basis for the secession of Oriental Prov
ince or Kasai Province. We have sup
ported the unity of the Congo; we have 
supported the peace of the Congo; and 
we hope ultimately that this will result 
in the economic prosperity of th~ Congo. 

The Congo operation has not been 
without bloodshed, without mistake, or 
without blame; but, overall, it has been 
more successful than we had any right 

to · expect. It is a program which has 
been supported by both President Eisen
hower· and President Kennedy. It is a 
program which has been endorsed by 
an overwhelming majority of the mem
bership of the United Nations. . 

Now we have come to the pass where 
the United Nations will become bank
rupt without additional funds. The U.S. 
representative to the United Nations 
proposes a bond issue as a means of 
financing; it is a borrowing of money. 
Fifty-three nations have now agreed to 
buy their reasonable proportion, their 
reasonable share, of the bonds. It is 
proposed that the . United States do 
likewise. 

The pending amendment would forbid 
the lending of a single dollar, the pur...: 
chase of a single bond; or the furnish..; 
ing of any new money whatsoever .. 

Mr. President, let us make no mistake 
about it: We are about to vote on the 
question of stopping or continuing the 
program of the United Nations in . the 
Congo and in various other pa·rts c:if the 
world. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator from Tennessee 
has expired. · 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, t ani 
authorized to speak for the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. _RUSSELL] in . connection 
with allotment of the time. 

I now yield myself-for the Senator 
from Georgia-IO minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first I 
wish to commend and compliment very 
highly the Senator from Georgia [Mr~ 
RussELLJ for the preparation of his 
amendment, for the preparation he has 
made on this subject, and for the pres
entation of the points involved in hi~ 
amendment in ~he course of the .very 
fine speech he made yesterday. Un
fortunately, at that time I was unable 
to be in the Chambe:i;, due to the pres
sure of other duties, although previous
ly I had made a firm stateme·nt to the 
effect that I would be here on -the floor. 
. Mr. President, it has been quite a num
ber of years since I first came to_ the 
Senate; that was in 1947. :aut from that 
time until this, there has not been a 
real debate on the floor of the Senate 
in regard to the United Nations. From 
that standpoint alone, certainly this 
amendment has served a good purpose. 
puring that period of time the United 
Nations has greatly increased the size of 
its membership. At first its membership 
comprised only 51 nations. Since then 
we have passed various statutes dealing 
with it and we have formulated various 
policies in regard to it. 

The original plan was that the United 
Nations would operate primarily through 
the Security . Council. Since that time 
the membership of the United Nations 
has increased, until today it includes 104 
nations. Thus, its membership is now 
more than double what it originally was. 

As an illustration of how little the 
legislative branch of our Government-
including the Senate-has ,had to do 
with the United Nations, I point out 
that we have had virtually nothing to 
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do with it during the period . when its 
membership has more than doubled, al
though our country has paid, now pays, 
and is assessed with, approximately half 
of its operating costs. However, I am 
not complaining about that. 

I shall speak quite briefly, and I wish 
every Senator might have a chance to 
state exactly how he feels about the 
problems involved in the United Na
tions-problems which, as we know, 
have no absolute answers. 

Certainly I do not favor destruction 
of the United Nations. After all, I was 
one of its original sponsors--at a time 
long before I becarµe a Member of this 
body; and I then shared, with so many 
others, too many illusions about how 
much the United Nations would be able 
to accomplish. Along with the others, 
I am disappointed because the United 
Nations has not been able to accomplish 
more--even though I realize that orig
inally we expected too much of it. We 
know that a large part of the responsi
bility for its limited accomplishments 
is due to the failure of the Russians to 
go along with its real purpose. 

But the point I make at this time is 
that our entire group of laws dealing 
with the United Nations needs to be re
viewed and reevaluated in view of the 
changing world conditions and the 
changing membership of the United 
Nations, and the better knowledge we 
now have of that Organization. 

The financial matter under considera
tion is; I believe, incidental; but if we 
now pass over and more or less sweep 
under the rug all the problems to which 
I have referred, which definitely affect 
the United Nations, by merely agreeing 
to a bond issue, and if we thus postpone 
to some uncertain future time the mak
ing of these necessary evaluations, I be
lieve we shall lend uncertainty to the 
future of the Organization, and shall 
tend to weaken · it, rather than 
strengthen it. 

So it is my plea that we evaluate these 
matters now-not only the financial 
problems, but also others which go" with 
them. 

Today we are opera ting, insofar as 
the United Nations is concerned, under 
laws which no longer apply, and which 
do not meet the problems which have 
arisen. 

So I welcome the debate, as far as it 
goes; and certainly the Russell amend
'ment stops things as they are now, and 
provides that such problems can be dealt 
with, so that the United Nations can 
continue. 

The Russell amendment will solve the 
financial problem in part, and will 
throw all the other problems into an 
issue subject to reevaluation. 

Let me refer quite briefly to the per
tinent laws to which I have ref erred
for instance, section 287 (d) of title 22 
of the United States Code. It provides 
certain authority with reference to spe
cial agreements worked out with the 
Security Council. However, that law 
does not function today, because there 
can be no such agreements with the 
Security Council. 

The same section also states that an 
agreement is necessary in order to make 

it applicable. Therefore, we have to dis
regard that part of section 287 (d). 

So, Mr. President, after all, we are 
forced to rely on one rather obscure part 
of section 287 (d) of this title of the 
code--one which provides that the Pres
ident has authority to make available, 
upon request, personnel in a noncom
batant capacity, not to exceed 100 troops 
at any one time, and certain nonmilitary 
facilities. It seems to me that the slim
ness of that authority constitutes one 
of the best arguments which can be 
made here in favor of a reappraisal of 
the entire matter, in view of the new 
problems, so as to provide modern law 
which will apply on a sounder basis. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield briefly to the 
Senator from Arkansas, although I am 
speaking in limited time, and I have an
other appointment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I know the Senator 
from Mississippi has great respect for the 
traditional procedures of this body. Is 
it not proper for an amendment of this 
seriousHess to be presented to the appro
priate committee? Yet, as the Senator 
from Mississippi knows, it has not had 
any committee consideration, and it does 
involve, as he has pointed out, a very 
serious question. Will he not agree that 
such a question should be subjected to 
committee consideration, committee 
hearings, and testimony in committee, 
before the Senate acts on it? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; it would suit me 
much better if the matter had been pre
sented to the appropriate committee, and 
certainly I do not mistrust the commit
tee or anything of the sort. I assume 
that if the Senate were to adopt the 
amendment now, such action would very 
quickly result in some extensive hearings 
and studies, not only by the Senate For
eign Relations Committee, but also by the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, and I 
also assume that no such proposal would 
become law until it had received more 
extensive study by very fine, capable, and 
well-qualified minds. 

I point out that this is the first time, 
during all the years since Senate ratifica
tion of the United Nations Charter, that 
there has been substantial debate on the 
floor of the Senate in regard to the United 
Nations. I do not favor killing the 
United Nations. I think someday we 
may have to build up an outside organ
ization, in order to try to take the place 
of the United Nations in the free world. 
However, I do not want to try to cripple 
the United Nations now, in the least. 

But the Russell amendment consti
tutes a way to consider the subject; and 
we shall not do so if we proceed other
wise from year to year, and thlJ-S sweep 
the problems involved under the rug. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Mississippi will yield 
further, let me ask whether he agrees 
that section 2 of the Russell amendment 
is quite irrelevant to the new subject 
matter of this measure? 

Mr. STENNIS. At the beginning of 
my remarks, I believe, I said that two 
questions are involved. One of them is 
the financial question. The other is a 
reevaluation of our laws which relate to 

the United Nations. The Russell amend
ment touches both of those subjects, and 
puts both of them squarely at issue. 

The Senator from Mississippi thinks 
they should have far more extensive con
sideration and determination than the 
bond issue solely will have, particularly 
in its present form. 

Mr. President, my time is limited. 
There is one further point I wish to men
tion. The Senator from Mississippi has 
been greatly impressed by the experi
ences of certain members of our Armed 
Forces who have been sent out on United 
Nations missions. They were not in
tended to be truly combat missions, but 
those men have been shot at. They have 
been under fire indirectly, but they are 
shot just the same. I still cling to the 
old-fashioned opinion that when any 
man is in one of the U.S. services and 
wears an American uniform, the Ameri
can uniform is supposed to go with him 
and protect him wherever he goes, or 
whatever his mission is. 

When we abandon that policy, we 
show weakness all over the world, and 
we lay the groundwork for a much more 
serious situation. 

Only 18 months ago, two fine Air Force 
captains, one of them being from the 
State of the Senator from Tennessee, 
personally told me in my office, at my 
request-it was not as a result of their 
complaint-about flying a United Na
tions cargo mission, in a U.S. plane, into 
one of the places of trouble. As they 
went into the area, they learned that 
the rest of the crew had been captured. 
They, too, were captured and thrown in
to prison. As they lay huddled on the 
floor, soldiers came in to where they were, 
sticking their bayonets into the latrine, 
where they were imprisoned, and curs
ing and hitting them. A little Korean 
nurse intervened, and, through her in
fluence, they were saved. They were not 
killed, but were brought back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). The time of the Senator 
has expired. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 more 
minute. 

We vote into law a Selective Service 
Act that puts these men in the service, 
and then we send them all over the 
world. We should affirm, with more 
definite agreements than are now in 
effect, and before this situation goes any 
further, certain positive policies within 
the United Nations, or preferably within 
the United States, that the power of the 
United States will follow these men 
wherever they go, so long as we put a 
button with the letters "USA" on their 
uniforms, and assure them that they are 
entitled to the absolute protection, in any 
way it ·can be given, of the power of the 
United States and of its fighting forces. 

My plea is for a reevaluation of the 
applicable statutes and policies, as well 
as financial features of the law. The 
Russell amendment puts them in issue. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, when the 
Senator from Mississippi completes his 
statement, I should like to ask him a 
question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 
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Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 1 more 

minute. 
Mr. BUSH. The Senator from Mis

sissippi is chairman of the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Armed Services. I am very 
much concerned over a statement in the 
paper today concerning the National 
Guard. I was about to ask the Senator 
if he cares to say whether his subcom
mittee is to hold hearings on the order 
which was issued by the Army. I will 
not press the question if he has not given 
it any thought. 

Mr. STENNIS. I read the headlines 
in the newspapers. That is as much as 
I know about the subject. I would nat
urally consult with the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services to 
see if he intends to take up the question. 

Mr. BUSH. I discussed it with the 
chairman of that committee [Mr. Rus
SELLl. He suggested that I ask the Sen
ator from Mississippi the question. I 
shall not press the Senator for an an
swer. I suggest that the Senator con
sider holding hearings. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
I know of his interest in the subject. We 
shall review the situation, and I shall 
confer with the Senator from Connecti
cut. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from Alabama yield me 
some time? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. How much time 
does the Senator wish? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Not more than 5 
minutes. I was hoping the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] would be present 
in the Chamber. I have sent a page 
boy to find him. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Perhaps the Sen
ator from Arizona can start speaking, in 
the hope that the Senator from Georgia 
will later come into the Chamber. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I live in eternal 
hope; and, knowing the Senator from 
Georgia, I am sure he will come. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. How much time 
does the Senator from Arizona wish? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Five minutes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes on the bill to the Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
see the distinguished Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RUSSELL] entering the Cham
ber. I wished to address myself very 
b1·iefly in support of his amendment and 
to point out a news release that came 
to me from my hometown newspaper, 
the Arizona Republic, carrying the date
line Geneva, UPI, March 31. 

I shall read first from the amendment 
itself, and then from the release, and ask 
the Senator from Georgia if he is not 
fortified even more than ever in the con
viction that his amendment should be 
adopted. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Georgia reads, in section 2 : 

From and after the enactment of this Act, 
no official of the United States or any other 
person acting in behalf of the United States 
shall be authorized to permit the use of 
any military equipment or materiel belong
ing to the United States or to order the 
participation of any person serving in the 
Armed Forces of the United States 1n any 

military action instituted by the United 
Nations unless and until such use or par
ticipation has been authorized by a joint 
resolution of the Congress of the United 
States if the Congress shall be in session. 

Mr. President, I discussed the news re
lease to which I have referred earlier on 
the floor with the distinguished majority 
leader and with the distinguished Sena
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], who 
is handling the bill on the floor ; and 
both of them admitted, as I had to ad
mit, that all they know about it is from 
the clipping I received. 

Before I read it, let me say that this 
morning I asked both Secretary Rusk 
and Mr. Foster, who is Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
if there is any truth to the story, It is 
now 3: 15 in the afternoon, and I have 
received no answer. I have been told 
that they are trying to get an answer. 
I suggest that such a major pronounce
ment as this should be pretty well known 
to the Agency. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Let me read the 
article first. Then I shall be happy to 
yield. 

The article reads: 
The United States will submit to the 

Geneva disarmament conference a plan call
ing for elimination of national armies 
within 9 years and their replacement by 
a United Nations force, reliable sources said 
yesterday. 

The American plan is to Le submitted to 
the 17-nation group to counter a Soviet draft 
treaty for general and complete disarmament 
within 4 years, introduced when the con
ference opened here 2 weeks ago. 

I shall not bother with the rest of the 
article, because I put it in the RECORD 
earlier today; but the thing that disturbs 
me, if there is any substance to the UPI 
statement coming from Geneva, is that 
not only is the amendment of the Sena
tor from Georgia needed, but the Con
gress should take a hard look at any 
suggestion that the United States aban
don its military forces within 9 years in 
favor of their conversion into a 
United Nations force. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this :s 
the first I have heard of such a sug
gestion by an official of the Government. 
I admit that the Constitution of the 
United States has lost its appeal to a 
great many people, particularly Mem
bers of Congress and some of the judi
ciary, but such an aim could not be 
accomplished without still further dis
torting or forgetting the Constitution, 
or winding up by putting it in the 
Smithsonian Institution along with 
other abandoned articles, without its 
being changed. 

The Constitution says that is the re
sponsibility of the Congress of the 
United States. I can assure the Sena
tor that, as one Member of this body, I 
shall oppose with all my strength any 
proposal which would disband the Armed 
Forces of the United States, which, after 
all, are what is maintaining world peace. 
We can talk all we please about the 
various agreements-and I have sup
ported most of them, and support them 
now-but the element which is main
taining peace and preventing a major 

war today is the armed might of the · 
United States of America, led by the 
Strategic Air Command. If ever we 
were to subscribe to any such theory as 
that, the world would be quickly taken 
over by the Communists, who teach, as 
they do, that it is a noble thing to tell 
a lie if it serves the purposes of the 
Soviet Government. 

I would rather approve the 4-year dis
armament, if it carried complete inspec
tion, than to adopt any such policy as 
the Senator has read. 

The number of those who favor one 
world and one government, who proudly 
proclaim themselves as being very liberal 
when construing the Constitution of the 
United States, is increasing consider
ably, but I do not believe that the people 
of the United States would tolerate any 
such thing as that for 5 minutes, any
where along the line, if made by any man 
in public life today-and we have some 
very popular :figures. Our people do 
peculiar things at times, but, after all, 
basically they are very sound. If we 
were to submit the American people to 
any such agreement as that, it would put 
this country at the mercy of the Soviet 
Union, and to do so it would be necessary 
to transform the way of thinking of the 
majority of the people of the United 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LONG 
of Missouri in the chair) . The time of 
the Senator from Arizona has expired. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President I 
yield the Senator 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator from Georgia. He gave the answer 
I expected him to give. 

I wish to reiterate my statement that
if the statement to which I have referred 
is true-and I am not saying it is, though 
it is stated that it came from a reliable 
source-we should know about it. It is 
now 3: 20 o'clock in the afternoon. I have 
had no notification from the State De
partment or from the Disarmament 
Agency that the story is incorrect. I 
suggest again that any policy of a major 
nature such as this should be known all 
down through those organizations, and 
we should not have to wait for Mr. Rusk 
or for Mr. Foster to return to his office. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I would think that the 
executive branch might believe it to be 
of advantage to take some one Member 
of the Congress into its confidence on a 
matter as momentous as this. Some 
years ago Congress was a coordinate and 
equal branch of the Government. Of 
course, it is not today, because we have 
surrendered so many of our duties, re
sponsibilities, and prerogatives. How
ever, I find it difficult to believe the ex
ecutive branch would have embarked on 
any such scheme as that without at least 
having told our distinguished majority 
leader something. 

Mr. MANSFIELD rose. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the 

Senator from Montana. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I have stated 

earlier in a colloquy with the distin
guished Senator from Arizona that I 
knew nothing about this story. The Sen
ator's pronouncement on the floor is 
based on a UPI dispatch, which is based 
in turn on reliable information. This 
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morning was the first I had heard 
about it. 

I can assure the Senator that he will 
receive an answer to his request both 
from the State Department and from the 
Disarmament Agency before the after
noon has passed. I have not talked to 
them directly, but I have asked the peo
ple on my. staff to do so, and they have 
received that assurance. I am sure that 
if the communication comes direct to 
the Senator, he will get it. If it comes 
to me, I shall see that he gets it right 
away. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I had a call from 
the Assistant Secretary of State a short 
while ago. He told me he had heard 
about this as a result of the colloquy on 
the floor of the Senate, and that an en
deavor was being made to get us an an
swer as soon as possible. 

I thoroughly disbelieve the report. It 
is not only unthinkable, I say to the Sen
ator from Georgia, that the United 
States would do away with its Army, but 
it is also unthinkable that almost any 
other country in the world would not 
maintain some kind of a force for the 
preservation of law and order, at least 
from an internal standpoint. I do not 
believe any disarmament plan would go 
to the extent of disbanding national 
armies. 

Mr. RUSSELL. When the Armed 
Forces got down to the point of including 
only those sufficient to maintain law and 
order in this country, it would be a force 
far short of providing protection. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The report refers 
to the disbanding of national armies. I 
thoroughly disbelieve it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank· the Sen
ator. Will the Senator yield me 2 addi
tional minutes? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator 2 more minutes from 
the time on the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am encouraged 
by the reports from both my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle. I hope 
this is a false report. It would be un
comfortable for me or for any American 
to believe that the State Department or 
the Disarmament Agency is willing to 
give away the military power of the 
United States within 9 years. 

However, I must say that this has been 
a government pretty much illuminated 
to the people by the leaking of inf orma
tion from reliable sources. This has 
been a government in which we find out 
about things from favorable leaks from 
the White House over a cup of tea. -

When the UPI-which is certainly not 
an irresponsible news-gathering agen
cy-uses a reliable source, I suggest that 
even if the story is incorrect there must 
be something back of it, because nobody 
who acted in such an irresponsible man
ner or suggested such an irresponsible 
thing would be believed by a reporter 
who knew the irresponsibility of the in
dividual to whom he was talking. 

Mr. President, again I invite the at
tention of my colleagues to this story. 
I hope before the afternoon has passed 
we shall have some denial of it, because 

I intend to speak either today or tomor- gard to all kinds of matters of deep im
row, and I shall address myself to the portance to this country, especially those 
subject again. involving the powers of the Executive, 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will and his amendment, as the Senator him-
the Senator yield? self has indicated in his statement, raises 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have no more some constitutional problems. 
time. Will the Senator from Alabama The interpretation of section 7 of the 
yield me more time? Participation Act of 1945, as amended, 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I is not a simple matter. It is quite pos
yield the Senator another minute from sible to have honest differences of opin
the time on the bill. ion as to what authority that section 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I confers and what the President might 
commend the distinguished Senator do under it. I believe it is quite clear 
from Arizona for bringing this story to that the section would authorize the 
the attention of the Senate. It is com- President to utilize limited numbers of 
pletely unthinkable that such a plan our Armed Forces in noncombatant ca
should be advanced. I certainly hope pacity and to furnish supplies in support 
the story is not true. I shall be much of the United Nations. What we did 
interested in hearing the answer of the in the Congo operation is clearly within 
State Department. the authority of section 7. If we should 

Last fall I made an address in which adopt section 2 of the amendment of the 
I said that the State Department had a Senator from Georgia, it seems to me 
plan to turn over our nuclear weapons that it would be a direct repeal of that 
to the United Nations. The State De- authority. Such action would be an un
partment denied that they did have such wise restriction UPon the authority of 
a plan. It is contained in Department the President which we would regret. 
of State Publication 7277, released in The theory of the Senator from Mis-
September 1961. sissippi that by debating this question 

I shall be much interested to hear we would raise the question and force 
what the State Department says about its consideration by the other body 
this story. The plan to which I referred seems to me to be quite strange and 
called for the retention by nations of faulty. I say to the Senator, as I have 
armies sufficient only to police them- already said to the Senator from Georgia, 
selves internally. The nuclear . forces that if he wishes the Committee on For
and armies to be used outside of a na- eign Relations to consider the subject, 
tion's boundaries were to be under the I am sure that the committee will be 
United Nations. more than glad to have hearings on it 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my col- and make recommendations. 
league. With my limited knowledge of the pro-

Mr. THURMOND. I commend the posal at the present time, I would not 
distinguished Senator from Arizona. suggest that it would be a wise thing to 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, from adopt. The authority provided by see
the time on the Russell amendment I tion 7 of the United Nations Participa
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished tion Act is a proper one, because as emer
chairman of the Committee on Foreign gencies arise, for example, in the Congo, 
Relations, the Senator from Arkansas · the President should have discretion to 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT]. utilize some military strength, whether 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I planes or personnel, under the limita
do not wish to use much time on this tions of section 7, in an effort to preserve 
question. Of course, we all have the the peace. 
greatest of respect for the Senator from There has been some confusion be
Georgia, not only as chairman of the tween section 7 and section 6 of the 
Committee on Armed Services, but also United Nations Participation Act. It 
as probably the outstanding Parliamen- was contemplated that a permanent 
tarian of this body. Ever since I became United Nations armed force would be 
a Member of the Senate I have looked created. Such an organization never 
to him as an authority on the rules of came about, largely, I believe, because 
the Senate. of the veto of the Russians. The Rus-

The first part of the Senator's amend- sians objected to the proposal, so no 
ment is of course pertinent and relevant standing army was ever created for the 
to the bill which the committee con- United Nations. Section 6 referred to 
sidered, and I think it should be con- that plan. 
sidered on its merits. I am opposed Section 7, on the other hand, clearly 
to it, but it is relevant. That is not covers the question of providing mili
the part of the amendment which has tary aid to the U.N. in situations like 
aroused most of the interest. Lebanon and the Congo where it is not a 

I think the Senator from Georgia is problem of combating international 
in a very strange role in bringing to the aggression. 
Senate an amendment which is irrele- I submit to the Senate that under all 
vant to the subject matter of the bill good pra"ctices of this body we should 
reported by the committee, and asking not take action on a proposal that would 
the Senate to take action on it without severely alter the existing power of the 
any consideration whatever other than Executive to act in emergencies such as 
the floor debate, under a limitation of those contemplated without hearings or 
time. I think the Senator should sub- consideration by a committee, and with
mit the proposal as a bill, so that it can out giving the Executive himself an op
be referred to the proper committee, portunity to express himself. We 
studied, and testimony taken on it in should have the views of not only the 
the regular order. I have heard the President, but also the Secretary of 
Senator time and again make this plea State, the Secretary of Defense, and 
with respect to a number of bills in re- all others who have a legitimate interest 
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in the subject. It would be very im
provident and unwise to act without such 
advice. 

With regard to the last point that was 
brought up by the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. GOLDWATER], I have not had 
any previous notice of any such disarma
ment agreement. From his reading of 
the report in the Senate, I should say 
that, if it contains any truth at all, it 
probably pertains to the negotiations 
now going on at Geneva, where offers 
and counteroffers are being made, many 
of which are influenced by the immedi
ate propaganda value of one off er or the 
other. Whatever may be finally agreed 
upon in Geneva will be subject to final 
approval by the Senate, since a disarma
ment agreement would be in the nature 
of a treaty in any case. 

I regret that a conjecture of that kind, 
dealing with negotiations, has precipi
tated broad statements of opposition by 
responsible Members of this body. It is 
a subject concerning which our under
standing is very superficial. I have no 
idea as to what the facts are in relation 
to the proposal. At the present time I 
am not prepared to pass judgment on 
it and commit myself either for or 
against it. I hope that press reports 
and notices will not be issued to the. 
effect that certain responsible Senators 
have already prejudged this question, 
and that any kind of agreement relating 
to the limitation of armaments will not 
be approved by this body. Within the 
last month or two Congress agreed to the 
creation of a rather elaborate Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. We 
have agreed to set up an agency which 
will include a large body of experts and 
require large expenditures. 

I hope that we shall not now leave the 
impression that we are not interested in 
any kind of disarmament. I do not 
know what kind of disarmament will be 
proposed. But I hope that some state
ments will not be interpreted to mean 
that the Senate is in no way interested 
in any kind of limitation of armaments. 
I do not interpret that kind of press re
lease to mean that we intend to engage 
in any unilateral disarmament. If, on 
the other hand, disarmament should be 
mutual, with provision for inspection 
and in accord with that sort of proposal 
which has been discussed in this body 
and in the press for years, we should con
sider it carefully. 

I have thought that the country and 
this body were interested in some kind 
of limitation of armaments under proper 
supervision and inspection. 

I believe that press speculation made 
in this connection is irrelevant to the 
very simple question which is before this 
body. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I have made it 

abundantly clear that I did not put any 
credence in the report. But I do not be
lieve that the Senator should argue that 
the report should not be brought to the 
attention of the Senate. It did not ap
pear, to my knowledge, or at least from 
my examination, in the local press. The 
report came . to me from the Far West. 
If there has even been any thought along 

the lines contained in the report, the 
Senate should be warned. I believe I 
adopted a proper procedure in asking 
the Secretary of State and Mr. Foster 
to inform me whether or not the report 
is true. If it is not, I would be the first 
one to rise in the Senate and inform the 
United Press-International that it made 
a mistake. But leaks from trusted 
sources, so to speak, are usually to be 
looked upon with some kind of credence, 
because lately they have been more right 
than wrong. 

I do not feel the least regret in having 
brought this report to the attention of 
this body. The subject should be before 
the Senate in view of the vast powers 
that we are asked to confer upon the 
President at this time, powers which 
could be exercised through the natural 
avenues of legislation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
do not criticize the Senator from Arizona 
for bringing this subject to the attention 
of the Senate. I was only making the 
point that the particular item is irrele
vant to the main subject which is under 
consideration by the Senate, which is 
a bill to finance a deficit in the United 
Nations. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator has expired. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield 3 additional minutes? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 3 additional 

minutes. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the 

Senator's position is that the entire 
amendment of the Senator from Georgia 
is irrelevant. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, only the sec
ond part. The first part is clearly rele
vant and bears on the question. 

The second part contains a new ele
ment that was not considered by the 
committee. It is a perfectly proper sub
ject for consideration at some time by 
the Senate. But I say it is of great im
portance and should be the subject of 
hearings. We should have an oppor
tunity to hear testimony. That is the 
only point I make. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
since the Senator from Arkansas feels 
as he does about the second part of the 
amendment of the Senator from Geor
gia, I feel that my remarks were rele
vant. The part referred to pertains to 
the Armed Forces and the power we 
would refrain from giving to the Presi
dent to enlarge our activities in the 
United Nations military field. I have 
voted for a limited United Nations police 
force. One of the few ways that this 
body can be successful is with that kind 
of force. But I am in complete disagree
ment with the argument that we should, 
under any treaty, even within a matter 
of years, abandon our military might to 
the United Nations. 

I can understand the feeling of the 
Senator from Arkansas that my remarks 
are irrelevant, even though I feel they 
are relevant, because I happen to believe 
in the amendment of the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know why 
the Senator insists on interpreting what 

I have said as critical of him. I meant 
no criticism of him at all. The Senator 
knows well that I believe in free speech. 
I had no intention of criticizing the 
Senator from Arizona. It is his right to 
say anything he wishes on the floor of 
the Senate. The only point I make is 
that the second part of the amendment 
of the Senator from Georgia is irrele
vant. It is an important subject, but 
it is irrelevant to the bill. 

The Senator from Arizona has a per
fect right to make those remarks, and 
they are perfectly proper. However, they 
relate to the second section of Senator 
RussELL's amendment and not to the 
question of whether it is an efficient and 
sensible way to finance the deficit in the 
United Nations in the manner provided 
by the proposal which is before us. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am in agree
ment with the Senator's statement. I 
was in no way trying to imply that what 
he had said affected me one way or an
other. I merely felt that, following his 
remarks, an answer was due, in order 
to set the record straight as to why I in
jected the United Press International 
article into this discussion. I made it 
perfectly clear that it was quoted as 
coming from a reliable source. The Sen
ator and I have disagreed on many oc
casions. It is always a very enjoyable 
disagreement. I did not mean anything 
other than what I have stated. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 3 minutes? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 3 minutes 
to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am sorry the 
senior Senator from Georgia is not in 
the Chamber, because my remarks are 
addressed to him. I have the very great
est respect for him. Any proposal he 
makes deserves consideration. That is 
why I wanted to say a few words about 
it. However, I believe it should be seri
ously considered in committee, so that 
we may have an opportunity to receive 
testimony. I do not believe that this 
kind of measure should be passed upon 
under procedures that we have on the 
floor of the Senate. As anyone can see 
now, the attendance is very slim. Com
mittees are meeting. This is not a prop
er forum for the development of a piece 
of legislation which relates to the con
stitutional powers or any other powers 
of the Executive. 

I hope the Senate will not accept the 
amendment of the Senator from Geor
gia particularly not the second part of 
the amendment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Alabama yield me some 
time? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish 
to direct my remarks to the amendment 
of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELLJ. For some time I have been giv
ing thought to the serious conditions that 
might eventually arise in the General 
Assembly, consisting of 104 members, 
each member having 1 vote. 

My concern deals primarily with the 
commitment of our troops and money 
to perform sundry functions in various 
parts of the world. 
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Together with the staff I have been 

trying to analyze the charter of the 
United Nations. I have concluded that 
ultimately the General Assembly, with 
104 members, has not only the power to 
make commitments in the matter of 
social and welfare operations, but also 
in the matter of maintaining peace and 
committing troops of the United Na
tions supplied by the member nations. 
Under the charter the General Assem
bly can determine what social and wel
fare programs shall be promoted. The 
General Assembly also has the ultimate 
power to fix the budget and to allocate 
the cost to the member nations in the 
amounts that the General Assembly sees 
:flt. 

Coming to the second phase of possible 
operations, we consider the peace en
forcement practices, such as are now 
being undertaken in the Gaza Strip and 
in the Congo. In the first instance, the 
Security Council has the power to de-

-termine whether troops shall be com
mitted. If one nation in the Security 
Council vetoes the action, that commit
ment cannot be made. It can then be 
taken up by the General Assembly. On 
the basis of past precedents we must 
accept the fact that the General Assem
bly, consisting of representatives of 104 
-nations, can make a commitment when 
two-thirds of those nations vote in favor 
of it. The General Assembly can also 
fix the budget and determine how the 
budget shall be proportionately borne 
by the member countries. 

What does that mean? 
In 1945, when the United Nations was 

established, there were 51 members. To
day there are 104. Togo, Mali, Ghana, 
and Senegal, as well as other nations of 
comparable size, have an equal vote with 
that of the United States. That very 
statement declares and indicates the in
equity of the situation as it prevails in 
the casting of votes in the General As
sembly. 

Various students of the United 
Nations have recommended certain 
methods of curing this inequity in the 
General Assembly. No progress can be 
made because the Soviets will not allow 
the question to come to a disposition. 
Therefore, I say that a review of t.his 
subject must be had. A great deal ·of 
talk has been heard about the question 
being brought before the World Court 
on the question of the mandatory na
ture of the obligations that will be in
curred in these special operations. I say 
to my colleagues in the Senate, "Do not 
rejoice too much over what the World 
Court is going to declare. If the World 
Court declares that each nation is man
datorily bound to pay for the operations 
in the form of social and welfare pro
grams and to pay for the operations of 
military use fo achieve peace, what will 
be the Position of the United States in 
the General Assembly, with 1 vote out of 
104?" 

That question is likely to ·arise in the 
future. For that reason I say that. a 
revision and review of the whole organ
ization will have to be made. 

I now come to the proposal of the_Sen
ator from Georgia. My feeling is sub
stantially in accord with his. I cannot, 
however, feel that this vital issue should 

be determined upon the basis of a dis
cussion such as has taken place on the 
floor of the Senate in the past 2 days. I 
am positive in the judgment which I 
have expressed. The subject is so cru
cial that I become frightened when I say 
that I am sure. 

I think that review was needed. It 
ought to be held with full-scale com
mittee meetings, arguments, and the 
submission of proof. Then we can de
cide upon a proposal which will not leave 
us in the helpless position of having a 
two-thirds vote in the General Assembly 
and committing our money and our 
troops, although the United States votes 
against the commitment. 

Now to summarize: I am thankful to 
the Senator from Georgia for raising 
this issue. I had not known that he had 
examined into it. However, I had asked 
the staff of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations to prepare answers to certain 
questions which I propounded on the 
subject of the power of the General As
sembly and the power of the Security 
Council. I think the questions are 
pertinent. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the questions I submitted and 
the answers received, because I believe 
they are informative and reflect correctly 
the powers of the General Assembly and 
the Security Council. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

QUESTION 1 

Does the Security Council or the General 
Assembly, or both, have the power to deter
mine what peace projects-such as the Gaza 
and the Congo operations-and what aid 
projects shall be undertaken and financed by 
the U.N.? 

Answer 
All economic and social questions, includ

ing aid projects, a.re under the authority of 
the General Assembly. Peace-keeping opera
tions, on the other hand, may involve the 
Security Council as well as the General As
sembly, since both have some power under 
the provisions of the U.N. Charter to con
sider situations which threaten peace. The 
Security Council has primary responsibility 
and jurisdiction in such cases. 

Article 39 of the charter provides as 
follows: 

"The Security Council shall determine the 
existence of any threat to the peace, or act 
of aggression and shall make recommenda
tions, or decide what measures shall be taken 
in accordance with articles 41 and 42, to 
maintain or restore international peace and 
security." 

Action by the Security Council, however, 
has often been stymied by the Soviet veto 
and, as a result, the General Assembly has 
assumed a greater importance in peace and 
security questions. Its authority for this role 
is contained in article 10 of the charter, 
which provides: 

"The General Assembly may discuss any 
questions or any matters within the s.cope of 
the present charter. or relating to the powers 
and functions of any organs provided for in 
the present charter, and except as provided in 
article 12, may make recommendations to 
members of the United Nations or to the 
Security Council or to both on any su·ch 
questions or matters." 1 

1 Art. 12 prohibits the Assembly from 
making recommendations on any matter 
while the Security Council is functioning- in 
respect to it, unless the Council so requests. 

You may recall that after the Korean 
aggression the General Assembly adopted the 
uniting for peace resolution by a vote of 
52 to 5 and 2 abstentions. It provided that 
if the veto prevented -the Security Council 
from exeroising its responsibilities for main
taining peace the General Assembly: "shall 
consider the matter immediately with a view 
to making appropriate recommendations to 
members for collective measures, including 
in the case of a breach of the peace or act 
of aggression the use of armed force when 
necessary, to maintain or restore interna
tional peace and security." 2 

QUESTION 2 

Does the General Assembly or the Secu
rity Council, or both, have the power to fix 
the budget and allocate the share that the 
member nations shall contribute? 

Answer 
Article 17 of the charter gives the Gen

eral Assembly exclusive power to fix the 
budget and allocate each member's share .. 
Article 17 provides as follows: 

"1. The General Assembly shall consider 
and approve the budget of the organiZation. 

"2. The expenses of the organization 
·shall be borne by the members as appor
tioned by the General Assembly. 

"3. The General Assembly shall consider 
and approve any financial and budgetary 
arrangements with specialized agencies re
ferred to in article 57 and shall examine 
the administrative budgets of such special
ized agencies with a view to making rec
ommendations to the agencies concerned." 

QUESTION 3 

If the World Court decides that the cost 
. of special operations are mandatory obli
gations of the member nations, and if the 
U.N. Charter gives the power to the General 
Assembly to determine what special projects 
shall be undertaken and to fix the budget 
for the financing of such special operations, 
what protection does the United States have 
against being an unwilling participant in an 
operation to which it does not subscribe? 

Answer 
The World Court opinion on this matter 

would, of course, be advisory; the Court has 
no power to enforce its rulings. Its opinion, 
however, would be an authoritative state
ment_ of international financial obligations. 

There are a number of safeguards which 
the United States would have against being 
an unwilling participant in an operation 
recommended by the General Assembly to 
which the United States did not subscribe: 

1. The primary safeguard is that such an 
operation could not be recommended by .the 
General Assembly without approval of two
thirds of the members present and voting. 
In other words; the United States would 
need only one-third of the votes plus one to 
stop such an operation. It is difficult to en
vision such an occasion in which the United 
States would not be able to rally at least this 
much support. 

2. Secondly, the United States could not 
withhold funds for such an operation. The 
effect of this action, of course, would be that 
the United States would eventually lose its 
vote in the General Assembly. In the mean
time, however, a substantial portion of the 
funds for the operation would not be avail
able unless other nations assumed United 
States obligations. 

3. As a last resort the United States could 
withdraw from the organization. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President this 
~ubject should be reviewed. I d~ not 
believe it ought to be disposed of in the 
manner that has been proposed on the 
-----
· 

2 The General Assembly shall be called 
into session for this purpose "if requested 
by the Security Council on the vote of any 
7 members, or by a majority of the members 
of the United Nations." 
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floor of the Senate. Therefore, I shall 
reluctantly not join with the Senator 
from Georgia, although I think he has 
performed a notable service in bringing 
this issue before the Senate. 

One more word, because I think this 
situation will prove to be significant in 
the future. Do not rejoice if the World 
Court decides that levies made by the 
United Nations are a mandatory obliga
tion upon each member nation. That 
decision may be a sword with a two
edged blade, and it may eventually be
come under the present powers of the 
General Assembly, a bane instead of a 
balm. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish 
to say in his presence that I believe the 
distinguished senior Senator from Geor
gia has rendered a noteworthy service 
to the Senate. It was not possible for 
me to hear his entire address on this 
subject; but subsequently he was kind 
enough to point out to me some of the 
sections in the law which are applicable. 
Not only is the Senator from Georgia 
probably the most brilliant parliamen
tarian in the Senate; but in my opinion, 
he is one of the most courageous Mem
bers of the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, it is 
necessary for me to leave the Chamber, 
but before I do so, I wish to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado for 
his compliment. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I mean it from my 
heart. I find myself in this particular 
instance torn between the desire to vote 
for the amendment and not to vote for 
it, because we seek the accomplishment 
of certain objectives which I do not be
lieve the amendment will quite achieve. 

On many occasions within the last year 
I said I thought it was time for the 
United States to reappraise its relation
ship to the United Nations. I said this 
despite my continuing feeling that the 
United Nations represents the last in
strument on earth at present by which 
a real world order may be achieved, an 
order of principles and perhaps an or
der of law, outside of our own strength. 

While I cannot support the amend
ment of the Senator from Georgia, I can 
understand the reasons for his offering 
it. I should like to cite two examples 
that have occun-ed in the last year in 
the Government of the United States 
with relation to the United Nations. 
They are examples of why we in Con
gress need to have extensive hearings 
and extensive debate, not only upon our 
relationships with the United Nations, 
but upon what the role of the United 
Nations is. 

In the early part of last year, our rep
resentative at the United Nations com
mitted the United States to a con
tribution of $100 million for the Congo 
operation. It was a substantial assess
ment, and it was proposed while Con
gress was in session, while the Commit
tees on Appropriations of both the House 
and the Senate were here. Yet nothing 
was said either to the chairmen of the 
Committees on Appropriations or to the 
Committees on Appropriations them
selves about this commitment. 

When the subject arose before the 
committee in connection with the sup
plemental appropriation bill last year, 
the answers of the State Department 
were, indeed, feeble. First they said, 
"Well, we felt we had a right to make 
the commitment, because the money 
could be taken out of the President's 
emergency fund." But when the com
mitment of $10 million a month from 
January through October was carefully 
considered, it was learned that not 
enough money was left in the Presi
dent's emergency fund to fulfill the com
mitment. When the Department recog
nized that fact, Congress later supplied 
the money by way of a regular appro
priation. 

Another explanation given by the 
State Department representatives at 
that time was that the United Nations 
understood the proposal was not a com
mitment; but the fact is, according to 
my understanding of the situation, that 
while we may be formally asked to recog
nize appropriations that have been made 
later, for all practical purposes our rep
resentative in the United Nations has 
made a commitment for $100 million 
which Congress must back up. This 
was later extended. We provided more 
than $120 million up until the first of 
this year. · 

This is not to say, nor do I say or 
imply, that I do not approve of the 
United States and the United Nations 
backing the Congo operation. I feel 
that that operation has resulted in a net 
benefit to us and to the world. However, 
I do say that it is high time the State 
Department recognized the fact that it 
cannot bypass Congress when Congress 
is in session. There can be no justifica
tion for not at least keeping the Com
mittee on Appropriations informed when 
such commitments are made. 

Another example occurred later in the 
year, at Punta del Este. The senior 
Senator from Georgia cross-examined 
the representatives of the State Depart
ment at great length when we had 
learned the outcome of the conference. 
Senators know what appeared in the 
newspapers. They will recall reading 
that the United States had committed 
itself to giving the South American 
countries, under the Alianza Para Pro
gresso-the Alliance for Progress-$20 
billion in the next 10 years. The Con
stitution provides that an appropriation 
of $20 billion or any other amount must 
come from Congress. Under our system 
of government, only Congress can appro
priate money. 

So far as I know, the type of com
mitment that was made at Punta del 
Este was never discussed with any mem
ber of the Committees on Appropria
tions, even though Congress was in ses
sion at that time. So last year, while 
Congress was in session, and while the 
members of the Committees on Appro
priations were here, these two large 
commitments were made, commitments 
which bound, for all practical purposes
! say that again: bound for all prac
tical purposes-the participation and 
the activity of Congress. I leave out of 
the discussion, only for the time being, 
the question whether the money which 
will go to _South America will ever pro-

duce benefits for the United States, be
cause at the rate and in the manner in 
which it is being expended, I do not be
lieve it will. 

I must say in all frankness that when 
the representatives of the State Depart
ment came before us, they said that it 
was not a $20 billion commitment to 
South America and Latin America; 
that it was only a $12 or $14 billion 
commitment. But the fact is that it 
was published all over the world that 
the commitment was for $20 billion; and 
in the eyes of the world, that is the 
amount for which the United States is 
committed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SMITH of Massachusetts in the chair) . 
Does the Senator from Colorado yield 
to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. I wish to associate 

myself with the remarks the Senator 
from Colorado has made. 

Personally, I should like very much to 
support the amendment which has been 
offered by the Senator from Georgia; 
but I do not feel that I can do so at this 
time. 

The United Nations should be made 
the subject of a thorough study by the 
Congress; but the subject is of such 
great importance that we should not at
tempt to act on it this afternoon. 

About 2 weeks ago, at Wichita, Kans., 
I attended a meeting at which our for
mer Ambassador to the United Nations, 
Henry Cabot Lodge, spoke; and on that 
occasion he stressed the importance of 
the bond issue to the United Nations, and 
also stressed the question of whether 
the United Nations should or could con
tinue as an instrumentality for peace. -

I think the remarks of the Senator 
from Colorado are very important and 
timely, and I thank him for them. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I am sure the Sen

ator from Kansas recalls that at the 
meeting of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, after the discussion of this ques
tion, I suggested that the committee do 
what has been suggested; namely, study 
the problem and hear again from our 
chief delegate to the United Nations and 
from others involved, and hold sessions 
of sufficient scope to explore these ques
tions thoroughly. I still feel that that 
should be done, and I am rather hopeful 
that it will be done. 

Mr. ALLOT'!'. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, if this 
amendment has served no other pur
pose, at least it has served to focus the 
concern which I believe most of us feel 
about whether the United States has the 
correct relationship with the United 
Nations. It has also served to focus at
tention upon the format of the United 
Nations, as it now exists, and to suggest 
that this format is due for a good hard 
look. 

I hope the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] will hold such 
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hearings, -because in that case, if this 
amendment results in nothing but such 
hearings, at least the presentation of 
this particular amendment will have 
been of great value to us. 

I believe the time has come, in con
nection with the relationships between 
the State Department and the Congress, 
for the State Department to take Con
gress into its confidence, and even once 
in awhile, to pay heed to Congress as a 
coequal branch - of the Government, 
especially if the State Department is to 
make long-term commitments involving 
the funds of the United States. We have 
seen a great sufficiency of examples 
where the Congress has been skirted. It 
is high time that the executive branch 
recognize that it is the duty and respon
sibility of Congress to appropriate funds 
in advance, not to approve, after the 
fact, commitments made for us. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Colorado yield to 
me? 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I congratu

late the Senator from Colorado for his 
statement. I have supported the United 
Nations down the line, and I hope to be 
able to continue to support it. However, 
the Senator's last remark is most apt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time yielded to the Senator from Colo
rado has expired. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 more minute to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado may proceed for 
1 more minute. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield further to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, apparently the United Nations or 
certain of our representatives have un
dertaken to arrogate to themselves the 
privilege of committing the United 
States without consultation with the 
Congress, and sometimes without con
sultation with the executive branch of 
our Government. This is one example 
of such self-authorization which seems 
to have been assumed by our representa
tives to the United Nations. So I believe 
we should seriously consider a review of 
the increasing and expanding separation 
of the activities of our country's repre
sentatives in the United Nations from 
the Congress and from the executive 
branch of our Government. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. I thoroughly agree with 
him. 

I now yield back the remainder of the 
time made available to me. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield ~ack the remainder of 
the time under my control. 

Mr. RUSSELL. So am I, if we may 
have the yeas and nays ordered on the 
question of agreeing to my amendment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield back the remainder of the time 
under my control. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do 
the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
niairiing time on the amendment of the 
Senator from Georgia has been yielded 
back. · 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. RussELLl, as a substitute for 
the Dirksen-Mansfield amendment. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered; and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. KERR], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG], and the Senator from Ore
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LONG] is paired with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. KERR], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] would each 
vote"nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] 
is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS] is detained on 
official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "yea/' and the 
Senator from Louisiana would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. CURTIS] is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soNL If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Nebraska would vote "yea,'' 
and the Senator from New Mexico would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 21, 
nays 72, as follows: 

Bennett 
Butler 
Byrd. Va. 
Capehart 
Cotton 
Dworshak 
Eastland 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 

[No. 35 Leg.] 
YEAS-21 

Goldwater 
Hickenloope1· 
Hickey 
McClellan 
Murphy 
Robertson 
Russell 

NAYS-72 

Case, N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 

Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
mu 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 

Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 

Anderson 
Chavez 
Curtis 

Metcalf Proxmire 
Miller Randolph 
Monroney Saltonstall 
Morse Scott 
Morton Smathers 
Moss Smith, Mass. 
Mundt Sparkman 
Muskie Symington 
Pastore Wiley 
Pearson Williams, N.J. 
Pell Yarborough 
Prouty Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-7 

Hruska 
Kerr 
Long, La. 

Neuberger 

So Mr. RussELL's amendment, in the 
nature of a substitute, was rejected. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President I 
move to lay that motion on the table'. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the motion to recon
sider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Dirksen
Mansfield amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President-
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, are 

there further amendments to be offered? 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes, I have an 

amendment. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
lines 4 and 5, of the Dirksen-Mansfi-eld 
amendment in the nature of a substitute, 
it is proposed to strike out "or agreed 
to be made." 

Mr. LAUSCHE . . Mr. President, I shall 
use very little time in explaining the 
amendment and why it was offered. 

In the committee there was consider
able discussion about whether the United 
States should buy $100 million worth 
of bonds outright or whether it should 
begin at a base of a $25 million pur
chase and then agree to match dollar for 
dollar purchases made by other coun
tries. I offered an amendment which 
would have achieved that objective. 

When the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute was finally drafted, in
stead of providing for matching dollar 
for dollar the purchases actually made 
by other countries it was written into 
the amendment that the United States 
would not only match dollar for dollar 
the purchases actually made but also the 
purchases agreed to be made. 

My amendment contemplates striking 
out that language which declares that 
the United States will match dollar for 
dollar the purchases agreed to be made 
but not executed. 

Yesterday I made inquiry about the 
status of the prospective purchasers, 
pledgers, and those who promise to be 
pledgers. The figures submitted to me 
showed that three countries have made 
purchases. They are Denmark, Norway, 
and Finland. Those three countries pur
chased $5.7 million worth of bonds. That 
fact is fixed and unchangeable. 
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There were 20 nations, as of yesterday, 

which had pledged to purchase $43,-
785,000 worth of bonds. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. That statement 

now should be 22 nations, and the 
amount pledged should be $52,755,000. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The figure has 
changed since yesterday. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
Italy came in, with a subscription of 
$8,960,000. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concede that is, in 
all probability, the fact. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will 
yield for the purpose, I ask unanimous 
consent to have a table which shows 
bond purchases by other nations as of 
April 4, 1962, printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. JOHN SPARKMAN, 
U.S. Senate. 

APRIL 5, 1962. 

DEAR SENATOR SPARKMAN: An up-to-date 
list of U.N. bond purchases by other coun
tries 1s attached. It adds an $8,960,000 pur
chase by Italy as informally made public 
at a. press conference by Fanfani March 29 
and learned here just this week. 

Total purchases and pledges by 35 other 
nations now 1s $61,704,354.35. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICK G. DUTTON. 

Bond purchases by other nations 
As of April 4, 1962, we have been advised 

as follows about other nations' plans to pur
chase bonds: 
Actual purchases: Denmark _____________________ $2,500,000 

Finland ________________ ______ 1,480,000 
Norway ______________________ 1,800,000 

Total (3 nations)________ 5, 780, 000 

Publicly announced pledges: 
Austria______________________ 900,000 
Australia_____________________ 4, 000, 000 
Burma_______________________ 100,000 
Canada ______________________ 6,240,000 
Ceylon_______________________ 25,000 
China_______________________ 500, 000 
Congo (Leopoldville)_________ 50, 000 
Ethiopia._____________________ 200,000 
Germany ____________________ 10,000,000 
Iceland______________________ 80,000 
India ________________________ 2,000,000 
Ireland______________________ 300,000 
Israel________________________ 200,000 
Italy _________________________ 8,960,000 
Liberia______________________ 200, 000 
Malaya______________________ 340,000 
Pakistan_____________________ 500,000 
Sierra Leone_________________ 10, 000 
Sudan_______________________ 50,000 
Sweden ______________________ 5,800,000 

United Kingdom--------~---- 12, 000, 000 
Venezuela____________________ 300,000 

Total (22 nations) _______ 52, 755, 000 

Specific but unannounced 
pledges ( 10 nations) : Nations 
that have notified us confiden
tially that they plan to buy 
bonds in the amount oL____ 3, 169, 354 

Grand total, purchases 
and pledges ( 35 na
tions) (both. announced 
and unannounced) _____ 61, 704, 354 

In favor of issue-no specific amount ( 18 
nations): Nations that have indicated a 
favorable _response, without signifying an 
amount. 

Issue being actively considered (21 na
tions): Nations that have the question un
der active consideration. 

Do not plan to subscribe (10 nations) : 
Nations that have indicated that they do 
not plan to subscribe. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The :figures given to 
me by the State Department showed that 
as of yesterday the aggregate of bonds 
actually purchased, pledged to be pur
chased, or promised to be pledged to be 
purchased later, was $52,755,000. Of the 
$52,755,000 in the aggregate, $5,780,000 
worth of bonds actually had been pur
chased by Norway, Denmark, and Fin
land. Twenty nations had pledged to 
purchase $43,785,000. 

Many of those 20 nations have soft 
currencies. At least 10 of the 20 do not 
have hard currencies, but have soft cur
rencies. Those nations cannot execute 
their pledges. They will not be able to 
execute them, according to their state
ments, until 1963, when, through some 
business operations, they will acquire 
hard dollars as a substitute for their soft 
currencies. 

In addition to the two items that I 
mentioned, pledges in the amount of 
$3,179,354 were to be made. That state
ment brings us to the following propasi
tion: The purpase of the proposal that 
we buy on a matching basis was to insert 
in the bill an instrumentality that would 
act coercively upon the members to buy. 
We did not want the member nations to 
think that in consternation and panic 
we would pick up the tab regardless of 
what the other 103 nations did. The 
State Department admits that there are 
nations that have pledged but will not 
be able to execute their pledges until 
1963. What I suggest is that our pur
chases of bonds in excess of the $25 mil
lion of bonds be tied dollar for dollar to 
the amount of bonds in dollars bought 
by other nations, and that we do not 
tie our subscription into a future 
promise. 

I point out further to the Senate that 
many of the member nations that have 
pledged and do not have the necessary 
hard dollars to meet their pledges are 
now substantially in arrears in the pay
ment of their obligations to the United 
Nations. If those nations could convert 
their soft currency into hard dollars in 
1963, under my amendment we would 
match their purchases in 1963. 

As now written, the bill does not at all 
conform to the arguments that were 
made in the committee. The agreement 
was that we would match dollar for dol
lar the purchases actually made. But 
as the bill is now written, we would buy 
and match not only on the basis of pur
chases actually made, but on the pledges 
and the promises of pledges. 

I should like to leave with the Senate 
a further thought. In the committee we 
added up what would be the prospective 
amount that would come into the United 
Nations under my amendment. The 
:figures are as follows: We would pur
chase $25 million worth of bonds abso
lutely. At that time there was in pros
pect $43 million of actual purchases by 
other member nations. We would match 
those $43 million of purchases, and in 
the aggregate we would double the $43 
million and produce $86 million. So we 

arrived at the conclusion that, at the 
least, the United Nations would obtain 
$111 million. 

Since that discussion there has been 
the disclosure that some countries would 
like to buy but will be unable to buy. 
I suggest that for the good of the United 
Nations and the character of the mem
bers we ought to match dollar for dollar 
the purchases actually made and not dol
lar for dollar the purchases promised to 
be made. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield to the Sena
tor from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I assure the 
Senator from Ohio that I thoroughly 
agree with him on his amendment. I 
see no reason whatsoever for including 
in the amendment the words "or agreed 
to be purchased." As I interpret the 
provisions before us, we would buy the 
first $25 million worth of so-called bonds 
without any matching. At the present 
time $5,700,000 worth of bonds have been 
purchased by other countries. If the 
proposal should pass, we could, immedi
ately thereafter, buy an additional $5,-
700,000 worth of bonds, and as rapidly as 
other countries bought bonds, we could 
buy bonds. 

But under the present language of the 
bill, which provides for pledges to buy 
bonds at some future time, we would 
proceed to buy bonds merely on the 
promise of other countries that at some 
time in the future they would buy bonds 
when, as, and if they had the necessary 
money to do so. 

I do not believe that such procedure 
would protect the financial integrity of 
the situation at all. I thoroughly agree 
that the words to which the Senator's 
amendment is directed should be stricken 
from the amendment. I know there is 
great sentiment for the United States to 
continue to :finance the United Nations 
willy-nilly every time it gets into a hole. 
We are expected to pick up the tab. But 
it is time for us to take a very careful 
look at the question and begin to safe
guard the interests not only of the United 
States, but actually the interests and the 
integrity of the United Nations itself, by 
requiring some fiscal soundness and re
sponsibility in that organization and in 
most of the countries that make it up. 
So I will support the Senator's amend
ment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am grateful to the 
Senator from Iowa for his encouraging 
words. We ought not to put the State 
Department in the position of saying to 
other countries, ''You do not have to pur
chase. All you have to do is promise to 
purchase; and if you promise to pur
chase, the United States will put up an 
amount equal to the amount you promise 
to buy." 

I think that is a dangerous situation 
and ought not to be tolerated. I do not 
think my statement can be challenged. 
The discussion in the committee was that 
we should buy on the basis of what the 
other nations would actually buy, and 
not on the basis of what they might 
promise to buy. 

Probably a situation has arisen in 
which it is feared that many countries 
cannot now buy but would buy if they · 
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could. We ought not to tie our kite to 
such an unstable situation. 

I have described my amendment, and 
I now ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. It sounds on its face 
as if we certainly ought to adopt it. 
We might say, "Why not?" 

When the amendment is examined 
into carefully, we find there are some 
good reasons why it should not be 
adopted. Without in any way knowing 
what was in the mind of the Senator 
from Ohio-and I had no way of know
ing because he had not caused any 
amendment to be printed-I caused to 
be printed, on February 15, 1962, an 
amendment to the bill in precisely the 
words which were contained in the bill 
as reported from the Committee on For
eign Relations, and which are contained 
in the bill now, except that the amount 
I fixed was $20 million instead of the 
$25 million in the bill. 

So at the very least I claim the right 
to share in the parentage of the amend
ment. 

I point out that the State Depart
ment, notwithstanding its original op
position, finally took a pretty good view 
of the amendment and indeed said
and I have asked the permission of the 
Senator in charge of the bill to repeat 
the statement which I am about to quote 
from the report of the State Depart
ment: 

In some respects the concept of matching 
plus an additional amount which may be 
used to purchase bonds at the discretion of 
the President may be advantageous in our 
continuing efforts to reaffirm the principle 
of every member responsibility in the United 
Nations. 

I emphasize the words "at the dis
cretion of the President." When I 
drafted the amendment, the idea was to 
leave $75 million in the discretion of the 
President to match other purchases, be
cause the amendment provides that we 
shall buy at present an amount not -to 
exceed $25 million, unless additional 
purchases are matched by others. 

Obviously, the President has discre
tion. If that is not enough, we now 
have double discretion, because the 
Mansfield-Dirksen amendment itself is 
a completely · discretionary amendment 
so far as the President is concerned. 

Therefore, there is discretion, first, in 
the language of section 2 of the bill it
self, and, second, there is added discre
tion because the whole thing is discre
tionary with the President of the United 
States. 

So, Mr. President, why do I object to 
these words being taken out? I will tell 
the Senate why I object. They were in 
my amendment, and they are in the bill 
now. I am a businessman, too. I have 
met payrolls, and I understand what an 
obligation means. 

I understand that there are countries 
which perhaps may not be able, exactly 
on the minute or on the hour, to deliver 
their checks to the Secretary General. 

We talk abo~t the U.N. and the dignity 
and importance to its members. We 
talk about the dignity and importance 
of the State Department of the United 
States. I say two things in that con
nection. First, we have no right to 
doubt the intelligence or the good faith 
of the State Department or of the Presi
dent in shopping around and approach
ing countries to make commitments 
which the State Department and the 
President know will not be performed 
by these countries. I refuse to believe 
that any President of the United States 
or any Secretary of State of the United 
States will do any such thing. I have 
no right to assume anything like that. 
I do not know of any Secretary of State 
or any President who in his right mind 
would do any such thing. 

Second, and very importantly, we 
are talking about small nations and 
about their dignity and their responsibil
ity, and the fact that we want them to 
believe that they are important people, 
and that we want to give them a sense of 
nationhood and a sense of importance. 

Yet, Mr. President, it is proposed that 
the Senate now doubt their good faith 
to meet their commitment by striking 
these words out of the bill. 

If the bill had come to the Senate 
without them, I would not have argued 
to put them in. However, they are in 
the bill now. It is proposed that we 
strike them out, because, it is argued, 
some nations will not honor their com
mitments. It would be a great mistake 
on our part to strike these words. I do 
not believe it will make a difference of 
as much as $10,000. I do not believe 
that the President or the State Depart
ment is softheaded. The words are in 
there now. Whether they should have 
been in there in the first place is im
material. The whole thing is not that 
important. It will not make a great 
financial difference. They are there 
now. We must bear in mind what the 
implication is of striking out those words. 
It is a very serious reflection on the 
small nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I 
have 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. This would be a very 
unwise course to take by the Senate at 
this time, especially when it is such a 
serious matter to the small nations. 

I respect the Senator from Ohio enor
mously. In my opinion this was a very 
wonderful thing for him to do. He told 
me in advance what he had in mind, even 
before I filed my amendment. I think 
it is great. I am very pleased that it is 
here. It is hardheaded, and it should 
be here. However, as long as the lan
guage has come out of the committee 
this way, I would say to my friend from 
Ohio to himself consider the · implica
tions which we would raise by striking 
out those words with respect to commit
ments. I do not believe it is worth doing 
it. In all deference and respect and 
honor, I do not think it is worth it. I 
believe we would be taking something 
out of the bill which has significance and 
importance. We would be indicating our 

doubt as to whether a particular coun
try would keep its commitment. We can 
safely leave all that to the discretion of 
the President and the State Department. 
I have criticized them before, and no 
doubt I will again. I do not believe there 
are any angels. But this is a very hard
headed thing, and they are not going 
to lead us into any cul-de-sac on an is
sue of this character. We can safely 
leave it to the doublebarreled discretion 
that we now have established. We 
should not give any idea to some person 
who will get up in the United Nations 
and say, "You see what these Americans 
are like. You have to give them cash 
on the barrelhead. They will not trust 
a nation who is a member of the United 
Nations." 

I say it is not worth it. I ask my 
friend from Ohio to think it over. He 
did a great thing when this went through 
the committee and when it survived in 
the Dirksen-Mansfield substitute, which 
I believe should be adopted overwhelm
ingly. Let us not do anything to spoil 
what is already a good thing, when, in 
all sincerity, it will not make any ma-
terial difference. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I believe there is an 
aspect involved here which transcends 
what has been mentioned by the Sena
tor from New York. Many people in 
the United States are complaining very 
sincerely about the burdens that we are 
assuming. I believe we should assure 
them that we are ·trying to perform our 
duty by asking every other nation to 
meet its corresponding responsibility. I 
believe a mistake is made when we give 
to the world the idea that, regardless of 
what they do, the United States will 
pick up the tab. That is the actual fact. 
If we look at the testimony given before 
the Foreign Relations Committee, we 
find that there are probably 75 nations 
which are delinquent in their payments, 
and have been delinquent for some time. 
I am not the one who is creating these 
facts. These facts exist. They stand as 
granite, and neither the Senator from 
New York nor the Senator from Ohio 
can change them. The overwhelming 
evidence is that the nations will not pay. 
The people of the United States know 
that to be a fact. My mail is overwhelm
ing in asking me to repudiate the whole 
thing. 

I do not believe that it would be a 
sound procedure to follow. I believe 
the world would be worse off if we did 
not have a United Nations. If has served 
a useful purpose, and its service can be 
intensified.to greater richness if we show 
a purpose to perform our obligations and 
at the same time anticipate that the 
other nations will perform their obliga
tions. 

I believe the Senator from New York 
implied that there may be some strength 
in what I propose. However, he argues 
that it will be productive of no good. 
On that subject both of us are looking 
into the future. Neither one of us can 
fore tell what will happen. However, 1 
believe that, as good a lawyer as the 
Senator from New York is--and I hold 
him in high respect--if he were draft
ing a document in his own law office; 
would he tell his client to accept the kind 
of loose language that is now in the bill? 
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I would wager that he would say to his New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 
client, "This language creates a prob- Senator from Utah would vote "yea." 
Iematical situation. It requires no cer- On this vote, the Senator from New 
tainty of action. The other party can do Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
whatever he wants to do after commit- Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. 
ting himself to make the purchase. How- If present and voting, the Senator from 
ever, you must pay." New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 

I venture to say that he would call Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 
his client into the side office and say to On this vote, the Senator from Louisi
him, "You cannot obligate yourself on ana [Mr. LONG] is paired with the Sena
this kind of uncertain and nebulous tor from North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG]. 
basis." If present and voting, the Senator from 

That is all I am asking that we do. We . Louisiana would vote "nay," and the 
will buy $25 million worth of bonds to Senator from North Dakota would vote 
start with. We will match dollar for "yea!' 
dollar up to $100 million on purchases I further announce that, if present and 
made by other nations, not the promises voting, the Senator from Oregon [Mrs. 
made by other nations. NEUBERGER] would vote "nay." 

That is my case. I am ready to vote. Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President,!. am Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 

opposed to the amendment. · I hope the the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Senate will not agree to it. This Ian- HRUSKA] are necessarily absent. 
guage was contained in the bill which The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
was considered by the Committee on YOUNG] is detained on official business. 
Foreign Relations. It was included in on this vote, the Senator from Utah 
the amendment proposed to us by the [Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the:: Sena
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] this tor from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 
morning, It was in the proposal for the If present and voting, the Senator from 
loan of $25 million and the matching Utah would vote "yea," and the Senator 
above that point. It has been a part of from New Mexico would vote "nay." 
the language all the way through the on this vote, the Senator from Ne
consideration of this subject. It is in the braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
language of the substitute offered by the senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
two leaders of the Senate. It was in If present and voting, the Senator from 
the bill and in the substitute and in Nebraska would vote "yea," and the Sen
every consideration which came before ator from New Mexico would vote "nay." 
the various conferences which were held · 
to negotiate a settlement of the question.' On this vote, the Senator from North 

It was understood and agreed when we Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] is paired with the 
left the last conference that we would Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNGJ. If 
stand on the substitute offered by the present and voting, the Senator from 
two leaders, without amendment. I do North Dakota would vote "yea," and the 
not believe the substitute should be Senator from Louisiana would vote 
amended. "nay," 

First of all, if the language is stricken, The result was announced-yeas 29, 
it will mean that instead of the United nays 64, as follows: 
States making a substantial purchase, [No. 36 Leg.} 
as it could do now on the basis of the YEAS-29 
$62 million which has been publicly 
pledged, it would have to make bond 
purchases of relatively small amounts, 
or at least bits and pieces, as we moved 
along. I do not favor that kind of 
operation. I believe the amendment of 
the Senator from Ohio should be 
defeated. 

Mr. President, I am ready to yield 
back the remainder of my time, and I 
do yield it back. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. On this amend
ment, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LoNG], and the Senator from Ore
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 

Allott 
Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Capehart 
Case, S. Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dworshak 
Eastland 

Aiken 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlsoa. 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Gore 

Anderson 
Bennett 
Chavez 

Fong 
Goldwater 
Gruening 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Lausche 
McClellan 
M1ller 
Mundt 
Murphy 

NAYS-64 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickey 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Long,Mo. 
Long,Hawa11 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara. 
Metcalf 

Pell 
Robei;tson 
Russell 
Scott 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 

Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Saltonstall 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Wiley 
W1lliams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-7 
Hruska 
Long,La. 
Neuberger 

Young, N. Dak. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr . . President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment to the amendment was rejected 
be reconsidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President., to the 
Mansfield-Dirksen amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, I call up my 
amendment and ask that it be stated. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was read, as follows: 

On page 2, line 3, after the word "Act" 
insert a comma and the following: "includ
ing amounts obtained through the sale of 
United Nations support bonds under section 
5,, 

On page 2, line 5, before the period insert 
the following: "and shall in no event exceed 
$100,000,000". 

At the end of the bill add a new section 
as follows: 

"SEC. 5. (a) For the purpose of providing 
an opportunity for the public to provide 
support for the activities of the United Na
tions, the Secretary of the Treasury is au
thorized and directed to issue special obli
gations of the United States, designated as 
"United Nations support bonds", in accord
ance with the provisions of law applicable 
to the United States savings bonds except 
that United Nations support bonds shaU ma
ture not more than twenty-five years from 
the date as of which issued, and shall be 
issued on a discount basis such as to afford 
an investment yield not in excess of 2 per
centum per annum, compounded semian
nually, when held to maturity. 

"(b} United Nations support bonds shall 
have a face value of $25, $50, $100, $500, and 
$1,000 when held to maturity, and may be 
issued in such other denominations as the 
Secretary of the Treasury may from time to 
time determine. 

"(c) Payments by the United States Gov
ernment to the holders of United Nations 
support bonds shall be made only out of 
amounts deducted by the United States un
der section 3 from annual payments of its 
assessed share of the budget of the United 
Nations. Payments by the United .States 
Government to United Nations support bond 
holders shall be contingent upon the main
tenance by the United Nations of the state 
of assessment upon the United States at a 
level not in excess of 32.02 per centum of 
the total ordinary budget of the United Na
tions as established by the United Nations 
General Assembly at its sixteenth session in 
1961. 

"(d) Amounts realized by the Secretary 
of the Treasury from the sale of United Na
tions support bonds shall be deposited in a 
special fund in the Treasury, and shall be 
available only for use in making loans to 
the United Nations pursuant to the authori
zation contained in the first section of this 
Act." 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the pur
pose of the amendment is to authorize 
and direct the issuance of special obli
gations of the United States to be desig
nated as United Nations support bonds. 

The purpose of the bonds. issued by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, which 
would have a face value of $25, $50, $100, 
$500, and $1,000, when held to maturity, 
is to permit individuals to contribute to 
the cost of this phase of support of the 
United Nations. 
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There is a limitation in my amend

ment, as follows: 
Payments by the United States Govern

ment to United Nations support bond hold
ers shall be contingent upon the mainte
nance by the United Nations of the state 
of assessment upon the United States at a 
level not in excess of 32.02 per centum of 
the total ordinary budget of the United Na
t ions as established by the United Nations 
General Assembly at its sixteenth session in 
1961. 

( d) Amounts realized by the Secretary of 
the Treasury from the sale of United Nations 
support bonds shall be deposited in a special 
fund in the Treasury, and shall be available 
only for use in making loans to the United 
Nations pursuant to the authorization con
tained in the first section of this Act. 

The limitation or contingency of 32.02 
per centum of the total budget in the 
form of U.S. assessments is inserted to 
make sure that assessments shall not be 
increased against us. As is generally 
well known, over a period of time, our 
assessments have decreased, beginning 
with 40 percent, to an amount of 32 per
cent. 

In view of the great increase in the 
membership of the United Nations, it is 
my view that the contributions of the 
United States should not be increased, 
but reduced. 

Mr. President, the administration has 
recommended that the Congress author
ize the U.S. Government to purchase 
United Nations bonds and appropriate 
the necessary funds to do so in the 
amount of $100 million. The Commit
tee on Foreign Relations after extensive 
consideration of this request reported a 
variation of that request and now the 
distinguished majority and minority 
leaders have offered a substitute pro
posal. The provisions of that proposal 
are well known to the membership and 
it is not here necessary to dwell on them. 

In order to place this request in some 
perspective, it is well to review the con
tributions which the United States has 
already made toward the establishment 
of this world organization. It is gen
erally recognized that during the years 
of World War II, our Government de
voted considerable effort toward the 
drafting of the principles which were 
finally accepted, first at Dumbarton 
Oaks and later at San Francisco, as the 
Charter of the United Nations. The 
United Nations-Yearbook for 1946-47 re
views the origin of this organizatic:m. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that excerpts from this official U.N. doc
ument may be printed at this point in 
the RECORD: 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

In a resolution the Inter-American Con
ference suggested that the following points 
be taken into consideration in the formu
lation of a definitive charter of the proposed 
international organization: 

(a) The aspiration of universality as an 
ideal toward which the Organization should 
tend in the future; 

(b) The desirability of amplifying and 
making more specific the enumeration of the 
principles and purposes of the Organization; 

(c) The desirability of amplifying and 
making more specific the powers of the Gen
eral Assembly in order that its action, as 
the fully representative organ of the inter-

national community may be rendered effec
tive, harmonizing the powers of the Security 
Council with such amplification; 

(d) The desirability of extending the 
jurisdiction and competence of the Inter
national Tribunal or Court of Justice; 

(e) The desirability of creating an inter
national agency specially charged with pro
moting intellectual and moral cooperation 
among nations; 

(f) The desirability of solving con.tro
versies and questions of an inter-American 
character, preferably in accordance with 
inter-American methods and procedures, in 
harmony with those of the General Inter
national Organization; and 

(g) The desirability of giving an adequate 
representation to Latin America on the 
Security Council. 

The Government of the United States, on 
behalf of itself and the other sponsoring 
governments, on March 5, 1945, invited the 
governments that had signed or adhered to 
the United Nations Declaration and had de
clared war against Germany or Japan to 
send representatives to the San Francisco 
Conference, officially known as the United 
Nations Conference on International Or
ganization, beginning on April 25, 1945. 

Mr. SCOTT. The United Nations 
came into being with the support of all 
of the American people regardless of 
their party affiliations. Many of our own 
citizens, say nothing of those in other 
lands, may be unaware of the role our 
Government played in providing a per
manent home for the United Nations in 
this country. 

The Republican 80th Congress, some
times referred to by some as a "do-noth
ing Congress," cooperated with Presi
dent Truman in enacting the necessary 
legislation to make it possible for the 
present headquarters building to be lo
cated in New York City. Once again, 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that excerpts from the 1947-48 yearbook 
may be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The General Assembly, during the second 
part of its first session, on December 14, 
1946 (resolution lOO(I)), decided to locate 
the permanent headquarters of the United 
Nations in New York City and to accept a 
gift of $8,500,000 from John D. Rockefeller, 
Jr., for the purchase of the site bounded by 
First Avenue, East 48th Street, the East 
River, and East 42d Street. The Secretary
General was requested to report to the mem
bers on or before July 1, 1947, on plans, 
requirements, and. costs relating to the head
quarters. A headquarters advisory commit
tee was set up to advise the Secretary Gen
eral. The Secretary General, with the 
advise of the committee, and the New York 
City authorities shortly thereafter reached 
a general understanding regarding the de
velopment which the city and the United 
Nations would carry out both inside and 
around the site. 

On February 26, 1947, the President of the 
United States signed a bill providing for the 
exemption of the Rockefeller gift from the 
Federal gift tax. The next day the Governor 
of New York signed a series of bills, drafted 
according to the recommendations of the 
United Nations, authorizing the Governor to 
cede jurisdiction over any land required by 
the organization to carry out its functions, 
exempting the United Nations property from 
taxation, authorizing the city of New York 
to purchase or condemn any property nec
essary for the headquarters and to regulate 
advertising devices and amusement enter-

prises in the areas near the site, and making 
it a criminal offense for any person to pos
sess or use an identification card issued to 
another person by the United Nations. 

On March 25, 1947, the United Nations 
received the Rockefeller gift and on April 13 
the Secretary General accepted formally, in a 
public ceremony, the contributions of the 
city of New York. The city's gift included, 
among other concessions, the transfer of sev
eral plots of land and exclusive rights to the 
waterfront between 42d and 48th Streets. 
Later, in August, the city transferred the 
New York City Housing Authority building 
on the site to the United Nations on lease
purchase. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, still a 
further contribution toward the estab
lishment of the United Nations was pro
vided by the authorization of an interest
free loan from the U.S. Government 
to finance the cost of construction of 
the permanent headquarters of the 
United Nations. An agreement be
tween the Secretary General -and the 
U.S. representative, Warren R. Austin, 
was signed on March 23, 1948. It set 
forth the terms of this. loan by our Gov
ernment of $65 million which would 
provide payments starting July 1951 
through July 1982. Of this entire sum 
of $65 million, only $20 million has fallen 
due, and the United States will await 
payment of $45 million before this loan 
is completely discharged in 1982. 

I quote directly from the Yearbook of 
the United Nations, which states: 

All amounts payable to the United States 
under this paragraph will be paid out of the 
ordinary budget of the United Nations, to the 
Secretary of State of the United States in 
currency of the United States which is legal 
tender for public debts on the date such 
payments are made. 

Inasmuch as approximately one-third 
of the ordinary budget of the United 
Nations is paid by the U.S. Government, 
we are, in effect, making a gift of at 
least $21 million to the world organiza
tion, assuming· that other countries fi
nally pay their regular assessments, by 
the time this loan is discharged in 1982. 

Mr. President, I cite these facts to 
show that the American people have al
ways placed great faith in this world 
organization in the hope that humanity 
would be spared the horrors of a holo
caust such as we experienced during 
World War II. 

At the time the United Nations Char
ter was signed, its membership was com
prised of 51 nations; today it includes 
104. We are now confronted with a 
strange spectacle of a world organization 
of 104 nations with 44 of them, each hav
ing the same voice in the General As
sembly as the United States, in arrears 
of either their special or ordinary as
sessments. I might add, Mr. President, 
that it has been said that a citizen of 
one of the new nations has a voice equiv
alent to 400 Americans. 

Furthermore, the Congo operation 
which is the cause of the present diffi
culty is largely being financed by the 
U.S. Government, which has assumed 
approximately 47.5 percent of the cost 
largely because the Communist bloc-as 
well as some other countrie~have re
fused payments of their duly assigned 
assessments because they disagreed with 
the United Nations action in the Congo. 
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Although the U.S. share of the 1947 
budget and working fund apportionment 
was established at 39.89 percent of the 
total, the 1962 budget with many new 
nations included in the U.N. member
ship, still provides that we be assessed 
with 32.02 percent, or roughly one-third 
of the total ordinary budget of the 
United Nations. The Soviet Union 
which has been responsible for so many 
of the difficulties that have been expe
rienced in making the United Nations 
an effective instrument for world peace, 
has been assessed with 14.97 percent of 
the total budget. 

Over and above the ordinary United 
Nations budget, a number of special ·pro
grams are financed by voluntary con
tributions of member nations rather 
than by regular assessments on all the 
members. The generosity of the Ameri
can people, which has been suported by 
the Congress and the executive branch, 
shows that we have consistently borne 
the major share of these activities. 

For example, in the case of the United 
Nations Expanded Technical Assistance 
Program-ETAP-and Special Fund, the 
United States is assuming 40 percent 
of total government contributions. In 
the case of the United Nation's Chil
dren's Fund-UNICEF-in 1962 we are 
to assume 44 percent of the cost. As we 
consider the special funds for limited 
areas of the world, such as the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for 
Palestine Refugees--UNRW A-we find 
that our Government is assuming 70 per
cent of total government contributions. 
Another special activity outside of the 
ordinary budget is the United Nations 
Emergency Force-UNEF---,,which was 
first mobilized during the Suez crisis in 
1956. Here again, U.S. contributions 
represent 45.98 percent of the total. 

By the end of 1961, the United States 
had assumed $23 million of the $34 mil
lion actually contributed to the United 
Nations operations in the Congo merely 
to provide economic assistance. This 
represents 68 percent of the total. United 
Nations costs for its military program in 
the Congo from July to December 1960 
totaled $60 million, of which the United 
States contributed 49.94 percent. From 
January to October 1961, the costs were 
$100 million, and again we contributed 
47.51 percent. From November 1961 to 
June 1962 the military costs are esti
mated at $80 million, of which we will 
contribute 46.27 percent. The af oremen
tioned statistics are from information on 
the operations and financing of the 
United Nations, Committee on Foreign 
Relations, U.S. Senate, Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, House of Representa
tives, 87th Congress, 2d session, February 
6, 1962. 

In other words, Mr. President, the total 
military costs of the United Nations op
erations . in the Congo are estimated at 
$240 million, and 47.7 percent of this ex
pense will be borne by the American tax
payers. It is expected that after July 1, 
1962, future Congo military costs will be 
financed from the proceeds of the pro
posed $200 million U.N. bond issue. 

In appraising the cost of the United 
Nations to the American people, it is im-

perative that everyone realize that the 
various specialized agencies in most 
cases are financed outside of the ordi
nary budget. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent to have printed at this 
point in the RECORD a table showing the 
estimated 1961 contributions by the 
United States to each of these activities 
as well as the percent of the total funds 
which our payments to the world body 
and its specialized agencies represent. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. contributions to the United Nations, 

specialized agencies, and special programs, 
1961 estimate 1 

[In thousands or dollnrs] 

A. Permanent organizations as
sessed budgets: United Nations _____________ _ 

Food and Agriculture Or-ganization ________________ _ 
Intergovernmental Mari

~im~ Consultative Organ-ization __ ________________ __ _ 
International Civil Aviation 

Organization _____________ _ 
International Labor Organ-ization ____________________ _ 
International Telecommuni-cation Union _____________ _ 
United Nations Educationali 

Scientific, and Cultura 
Organization ______________ _ 

Universal Postal Union ____ _ _ 
World Health Organization __ 
Worl~ ¥eteorological Or-gamzat1on ________________ _ 

SubtotaL ______________ _ 
B. United Nations Emergency Force _________________________ _ 

C. United Nations operations in 
the Congo: 

Contri- Per-
bution cent 

$22,333 

2,999 

33 

1,371 

2,449 

324 

4,677 
29 

6,070 

118 

32. 51 

32. 51 

14.11 

32.95 

25.00 

10.39 

31. 46 
4.29 

31. 71 

19.03 

40,403 --------

7, 916 41.66 

Military_____________________ 47,510 47. 51 
Economic___________________ 18,512 (2) 

SubtotaL_________________ 66,022 _______ _ 

D. Special programs financed by 
voluntary contributions: 

Int-rnational Civil Aviation 
Organization, joint sup-
port program______________ 658 27. 21 

United Nations Children's 
Fund______________________ 12,000 46. 00 

United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural 
Organization-aid to Af-
rica___ _____________________ 1,000 66. 49 

United Nations expanded 
technical assistance pro-
gram______________________ 17,813 40. 00 

United Nations High Com-
missioner for refugees 
program____________________ 1,300 33. 33 

United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency for Pales
tine Refugees in the Near 
East______________ ________ _ 23,500 67. 48 

United Nations Special 
Fund______________________ 18, 812 40. 00 

World Health Organization: 
Community water de-

velopment program____ 175 100. 00 
Malana eradication pro-gram __________________ · 4,000 90. 72 
Research program_______ 500 100. 00 

SubtotaL_______________ 79, 758 _______ _ 

TotaL__________________ 194,099 _____ __ _ 

1 Information on the operations and financing of the 
United Nations, Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. 
Senate, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Repre
sentatives, 87th Cong., 2d sess., Feb. 6, 1962, pp. 73-74. 

2 Total pledges from other governments are not com
plete; therefore, the U.S. percentage cannot be deter
mined at this time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in meas
uring the true impact upon our own 
budget of a U.S. loan to the United Na
tions on the financing of U.N. bonds, it is 
necessary for us to appreciate that the 

U.S. Treasury was offering long-term 
securities in January, 1962, which pro
vided interest payments at a rate of 3.9 
percent. The difference between this 
rate of interest and the interest-free 
loans which our Government provided to 
construct the United Nations head
quarters will represent a very substantial 
additional cost to our taxpayers by the 
time the original loan has been fully re
paid. 

This same reasoning would also apply 
to a proposed loan to the · United 
Nations-or the financing of a bond is
sue-that will yield the U.S. Government 
less than it must pay in the open market. 
Those who advocate that the Senate 
should adopt this measure stress that it 
will reduce the present U.S. assessment 
for the United Nations Congo military 
operations from 47 .51 percent of the 
total to 32.02 percent. This saving is 
based upon the difference between our 
present share of the Congo operation 
and our share of the United Nations 
ordinary budget. In any event, any 
sums loaned by the United States, our 
Government will be required to repay 
one-third of principal as well as ap
proximately one-third of the interest 
charges that will accrue over the period 
of the loan. 

Of necessity, U.S. costs will exceed the 
face amount of any loan or bond pur
chase because of three factors: 

First. The interest rate the United 
States will receive from the United 
Nations may be less than it must pay to 
secure the funds themselves, unless some 
rate is fixed. 

Second. The United States must not 
only pay one-third of the interest ac
cruing to the United States, but also 
one-third of that to· other lending na
tions. 

Third. In addition to paying one-third 
of our own loan to ourselves we must pay 
approximately one-third of repayments 
to lending nations. 

The Inter-national Court of Justice, 
which includes judges from Communist 
and neutralist nations, has been asked 
to render an advisory opinion on the 
question of whether assessments against 
member states for the Middle East and 
Congo operations are binding upon mem
ber states under article 17(2) of the 
Charter of the United Nations. If the 
Court decides that such assessments 
must be paid as part of the regular budg
et the nations that are more than 2 
years in arrears of their total obligations 
to the United Nations, which would then 
include these military activities, could be 
denied their voting privileges under 
article 19 of the charter. If such a 
decision is rendered, a serious question 
may occur as to whether such nations 
will accept the inclusion of these opera
tions in the ordinary budget in future 
years. 

It is important to note that 70 states 
supported United Nations activities in 
the Congo; yet at the present time, 62 
of the 104 member nations have not con
tributed anything to the cost of these 
operations. This clearly indicates that 
many countries apparently believe that 
the entire cost of maintaining peace 
should be assumed by the major powers. 
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If the United Nations adopts such a 
policy, it would no longer be a multi
lateral organization. 

As President Kennedy stated in his 
message to the Congress on January 30 
urging approval of this bond issue: 

For without the bond issue, eithex the 
United Nations executive arm will wither 
or the United States will be compelled to 
pay a larger share of the costs of operation 
than is reasonable for any one member of 
an international orga nization. 

I certainly endorse this view that our 
financial contribution to the world body 
must be a reasonable one. · 

It is my understanding that budgetary 
matters are decided by two-thirds of the 
General Assembly present and voting
plen.ary session. Thus, the Soviet influ
ence could be felt in this body to exclude 
such assessment as part of the regular 
budget. The only other alternative to 
perpetuate the United Nations is to in
voke article 6 of the charter which pro
vides that: 

A member of the United Nations which 
has persistently violated the principles con
tained in the present charter may be expelled 
from the organization by the General Assem
bly upon the recommendation of the Secu
rity Council. 

Mr. President, any attempt to use 
article 6 would be vetoed by Soviet Rus
sia, but this much is clear: The United 
Nations must require its members to 
meet their financial obligations as well 
as their moral and political obligations 
if the United Nations is to retain the 
respect of the world and the power to 
exercise even its limited authority. 
Many countries will not pay if they iind 
that the United States and a few others 
will foot the bills. 

There are grave doubts as to the effec
tiveness of an organization which is so 
lax in the administration of its revenues 
that it cannot secure the universal sup
port of its members. Even the humblest 
social organization requires its members 
to keep dues paid up to date or face sus
pension or expulsion. Now it appears 
that the loftiest of human organizations 
has chosen another course, to ask the 
paid-up members to pick up the bad 
debts of the deadbeats. 

As my colleagues well know, during the 
Korean cdsis the Security Council was 
deadlocked, and a procedure was devised 
whereby the General Assembly could sup
-plant the Security Council if a two
thirds majority of the members chose to 
do so under a r-esolution which has been 
described as "Uniting for Peace." Un
fortunately, witl;l the admission of many 
new states which have · been unable <>r 
unwilling · to distiQguish between . the 
aspirations of the United States -and the 
Soviet Union for the self-determination 
and economic development of new coun
tries, it is my fear that the General As
sembly has given indicat.ions Qf being 
an ineffective reed to provide world lead
ership in implementing the provisions 
of its charter. 

It appears to me that if the peoples 
of the world in whose name the United 
Nations Charter was originally drafted 
. are to play an effective role in securing 
a more reasonable attitude toward the 
United-Nations on the part of their own 

governments, they should be encouraged 
to participate in providing temporary 
assistance to the United Nations in its 
hour of crisis. 

Mr. President, it was interesting to me 
to find that my distinguished colleague 
from Vermont, Senator AIKEN, in a re
port to the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee brought up a most interest
ing point. As a member of the U.S. dele
gation to the 15th session of the General 
Assembly of the U.N., Senator AIKEN was 
assigned to the Fifth Committee, which 
deals with administrative and budgetary 
matters. The Senator in his report 
states: 

Since the failure of several nations to pay 
their assessments had seriously impaired the 
working capital fund of the United Nations, 
it appeared necessary to authorize the Sec
retary General to borrow funds with which 
to carry on. 

A resolution submitted to the fifth c;:om
mittee would have authorized the Secretary 
General to borrow from special funds avail
a ble for programs sponsored by the United 
Nations, from member governments, or from 
other available sources, meaning commercial 
lending agencies. 

The delegate from India moved to strike 
out the authority to borrow from private 
sources. He was supported by Russia and 
several other states. The motion was de
feated in committe.e by a narrow margin. 
The General Assembly, however, sustained 
the Indian motion and as of now the Sec
retary General can only bonow from United 
Nations special funds at prevailing rates of 
interest and from member governments. 

Because of my concern as to this rea
soning and its effect on the bond issue, 
Mr. President, I mistakenly asked the 
State Department in a letter dated Janu
ary 19, 1962, for its interpretation of the 
reasoning behind the Indian motion. In 
fact, the Indian motion took place a year 
before consideration o.f the bond issue, 
but it is interesting to note the reply I 
received from Assistant Secretary of 
State, Harlan Cleveland, in a letter dated 
January 30, 1962. I quote: 

With respect to your question as to au
thorizing the Secretary General to borrow 
funds from nongovernmental sources, this 
was indeed considered both in the United 
Nations and by the executive branch of the 
Government. However, the resolution au• 
thorizing the issuance of United Nations 
bonds restricted sales to state members ot 
the United Nations, its specialized agencies 
and of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency. Under certain conditions bonds 
may also be sold to nonprofit institutions. 
This appeared to be the wiser _course because 
sales of bonds to individuals involves many 
problems which could not be carefully 
eyaluated during the pressures of the Gen~ 
eral Assembly when the organization faced 
an acute financial erisis. 

Yet, Mr .. President, the Charter of the 
United Nations in its preamble states: 

We the peoples - of the United Nations 
determined-

To save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime 
has brought untold sorrow to mankind, and 

To reaffirm faith in fundamental human 
rights, in the dignity and worth of the hu
man person, in the equal rights of men and 
women and of nations large and small, and 
- To establish conditions under which jus
·tice and respect for the obligations arising 
from treaties and other sources of interna
tional law can be maintained, and 

-To promote social progress and better 
standards of life in larger freedom. (Year-

book of the United Nations, 1946-47, op. cit., 
p . 831.) 

Throughout our own history, whenever 
our Nation was threatened by external 
agression and it was necessary to sup
plement Federal revenues by the issu
ance of bonds, we always made it Pos
sible for every citizen to support our 
national effort. Even schoolchildren 
were given the opportunity to buy sav
ings stamps in order that they might feel 
they were playing a personal role in our 
country's destiny. 

In recent years, billion-dollar appro
priations have become so common and 
intragovernmental transactions have 
been accepted as the normal order of 
business that I seriously question wheth
er most Americans are fully a ware of 
the implications of the steps we are 
about to take. 

Mr. President, many of our citizens 
are understandably concerned that 
should the U.S. Government subscribe 
to this proposal we may be setting a prec
edent for future lending to other United 
Nations activities of unlimited scope. 

This substitute provides under section 
3 that the U.S. Government shall deduct 
from its assessed share of the United 
Nations ordinary budget each year the 
amount it is entitled to receive for both 
principal and interest from that Organi
zation pursuant to the terms of this pro
posal. I raise the point that some mem
ber nations might continually ask for 
"special reviews" of their rate of assess
ment in hopes that the U.S. share might 
be upped so as to circumvent this provi
sion. 

The U.S. rate of assessment set at the 
16th se~sion of the General Assembly is 
now set at 32.02 percent of the ordinary 
budget. At this point, Mr. President, 
I should like to state for the RECORD the 
U.S. rate of assessment since the United 
Nations was established. 

In calendar year 1946-49, 39.89 per-
cent. 

In calendar year 1950, 39.79 percent. 
In calendar year 1951, 38.92 percent. 
In calendar year 1952, 36.90 percent. 
In calendar year 1953, 35.12 percent. 
In calendar years 1954-57, 33.33 per-

cent. 
In calendar years 1958-61, 32.51 per

cent. 
In calendar year 1962, 32.02 percent. 
The world organization has grown

new countries are securing the benefits 
of membership including a vote equal to 
our own. Under such a process 
eventually there should be a continuing 
·reduction in our share of the United Na
tions budget. Under no conditions, 
should our portion of the budget be in
creased. 

American citizens believe that United 
Nations activities are deserving of their 
-support and accordingly, they should be 
given an opportunity to subscribe in
<lividually to a security issued by the 
U.S. Government to assist the United 
States in this financing proposal. 

I shall now explain my .amendment: 
This amendment would authorize and 

direct the Secretary of the Treasury to 
issue special obligations of the United 
States designated ·as "United Nations 
support bonds" in accordance with the 
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prov1S1ons of the law applicable to U.S. 
savings bonds except in the case of these 
United Nations support bonds they will 
not mature more than 25 years from the 
date they are issued and that they will 
be issued on a discount basis such as to 
afford an investment yield not in access 
of 2 percent per year compounded semi
annually when held to maturity. 

These bonds would have a face value of 
$25, $50, $100, $500, and $1,000 when 
held to maturity. It is provided in my 
amendment that payments to the hold
ers of these bonds will be made only out 
of amounts deducted by the United 
States under section 3 of the substitute 
proposal, which provides that there will 
be deducted from the annual payment of 
the assessed share of the United States 
of the budget of the United Nations an 
amount equal to the corresponding an
nual installment of principal and interest 
due to the United States on account of 
the loan made pursuant to section 1 of 
the substitute. My amendment further 
provides, Mr. President, payments by the 
U.S. Government to United Nations sup
port-bond holders are contingent upon 
the maintenance by the United Nations 
upon the United States of an assessment 
not in excess of 32.02 percent of the total 
ordinary budget of the United Nations 
as established by the United Nations 
General Assembly. 

The reason that I have included this 
contingency is that it is my understand
ing that the first session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations in 1946 
decided "the cost of the organization 
should be shared on the basis of capacity 
to pay." As I have pointed out the Gen
eral Assembly fixed the first U.S. per
centage contribution at 39.89 percent 
and subsequently reduced this to 33.33 
percent and finally in 1957 decided that 
the percentage of the highest contrib
utor-namely, the United States
should eventually be reduced to 30 per
cent. The U.S. percentage of 1962 is 
32.02 percent. As the scale of assess
ments is fixed by the General Assembly 
and remains in effect for 3 years, it is my 
understanding that the U.S. percentage 
of contribution to the regular budget will 
be reviewed again in 1964. I further 
understand that the present percentage 
of assessment for all of the member na
tions will be subject to a special review 
this year because of the allegations of 
the Soviet Union and other countries 
that assessments were too high. 

Thus, Mr. President, it is my feeling 
that although the Congress should give 
interested individuals and organizations 
an opportunity to purchase bonds that 
would support the United Nations, the 
U.S. Treasury should not be put in a 
position of a surety for this loan or bond 
purchase if the United Nations General 
Assembly by a two-thirds majority 
should decide that the United States per
centage of contribution should be raised 
from its percent rate. I have pointed 
out, Mr. President, that the United 
States pays more than its share on a 
general assessment basis and supports 
many of the operations of the United 
Nations, which do not come under the 
regular budget. 

I point out that this amendment would 
not limit the repayment by the United 

States to these bondholders if the an
nual budget of the United Nations 
should be increased because of that or
ganization taking on additional func
tions or because of higher expenses of 
conducting its present operations. It 
only affects the payment of principal 
and interest on these bonds if the United 
Nations should increase the percentage 
contribution of the United States for its 
regular assessment. I am sure that all 
Americans feel that we have contributed 
a fair share to the United Nations, and 
I am doubly sure that no American 
would advocate that the U.S. percentage 
of contribution should be increased. It 
is for this reason that I have included 
this provision in the amendment, as I do 
feel that the purchasers of such bonds 
would be the strongest advocates of the 
United States continuing its present rate 
of contribution. 

My amendment also provides that the 
money realized from the sale of United 
Nations support bonds shall be deposited 
in a special fund in the Treasury and 
shall be available only for the use in the 
purchase by the United States of United 
Nations bonds on a loan to the United 
Nations. 

In closing, I hope that the Senate 
would favorably consider my proposal. 
It in no way limits the Executive from 
the purchase of United Nations bonds 
or making a loan, but it does give the 
individual American citizen an oppor
tunity to express his support of the work 
that the United Nations is doing. It also 
gives the individual bond purchaser an 
opportunity to express his desire that 
the present percentage of contribution 
of the United States to the United Na
tions should not be increased. I would 
hope that the many who have expressed 
a desire that the Congress act favorably 
on this measure would welcome such an 
amendment and that those Members of 
the Senate who have so strongly advo
cated the purchase of these bonds or the 
making of a loan join with me in seeing 
that my proposal is included in the legis
lation now before us. 

Since we have been discussing meas
ures by which the United Nations could 
be helped in its financing problems, I 
would like to call attention to one pro
posal offered by nine other Senators and 
myself with reference to peace-keeping 
operations in the Palestine area. 

We have proposed the United States 
announce its position in favor of direct 
peace negotiations between Israel and 
the Arab States. Should this come to 
pass, it would relieve the United Nations 
of one of the most costly of its opera
tions. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert at 
this point a letter sent on March 27, 
1962, to the Secretary of State. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: When the United 
Nations Security Council considers on 
Wednesday the recent border incidents be
tween Israel and Syria, we respectfully urge 
that the United States announce its posi
tion in favor of direct peace negotiations 
between Israel and the Arab States. 

Since the United Nations was founded, 
the unresolved Arab-Israel conflict has been 
on the U.N. agenda in one form or another. 

Each year some specific problem has been 
considered. Often-as in the case of the 
recent Israel-Syria border actions-the mat
ter under consideration has involved the 
loss of human life and the destruction of 
property. 

But the discussions have never been able 
to bring the disputing parties together 
around a peace table to settle finally the 
14-year-old dispute that has sapped the 
vitality of the Middle East. 

During the past session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, 16 nations pro
posed a resolution which called on Israel 
and the Arab States to settle questions in 
dispute by direct negotiations. 

The United States voted against this reso
lution, which was defe~ted. In explaining 
the U.S. vote, U.S. Ambassador Francis T. P. 
Plimpton said, in part: 

"The United States had made clear from 
the outset its opposition to anything that 
might end to divert attention from that 
simple, direct, and constructive initiative. 
This, of course, means that we shall be 
obliged, regretfully, to oppose such other 
proposals whether in the form of other reso
lutions or amendments to our draft, as would 
tend in any way to obscure or cut across 
that initiative." 

Since the U.S. resolution on the Palestine 
Conciliation Commission passed, there is 
no longer any tactical reason for avoiding a 
motion to encourage direct negotiations. 

Israel has repeatedly offered to negotiate 
directly with the Arab States. The Arab 
leaders consistently oppose this plan because 
they refuse to take any action that would 
seem to recognize the State of Israel. 

The U.S. position is clear in the matter. 
An Arab-Israel peace has been stated often 
as a fundamental goal of American foreign 
policy. 

As recently as 1960, this objective received 
the endorsement of both major political 
parties. 

The Democratic platform said: "We will 
encourage direct Arab-Israel peace negotia
tions." 

The Republican platform said: "With 
specific reference to Israel and the Arab 
nations, we urge them to undertake nego
tiations for a mutually acceptable settle
ment of the causes of tension between 
them." 

This Nation has every reason to implement 
its stated goal of peace in the Middle East. 
It is clearly in the interest of all people 
in that important part of the world. 

We hope that the U.S. delegation in the 
U.N. will be able to assert this position dur
ing the Security Council debate. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUGH SCO'IT, JACOB K. JAVITS, LEVERETT 

SALTONSTALL, THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
PRESCOTT BUSH, KENNETH B. KEATING, 
THRUSTON B. MORTON, CLIFFORD P. 
CASE, WINSTON L. PROUTY, HARRISON A. 
WILLIAMS, JR. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield first to the Sena
tor from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY] without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. PROUTY. I am grateful to the 
Senator from Pennsylvania for yielding 
to me. 

I point out that it had been my inten
tion to offer an amendment to the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania. He 
has seen the amendment, and he was 
perfectly willing to modify his amend
ment in accordance with my thinking. 
However, I understand that arrange
ments have been made whereby hearings 
will be held on the various amendments 
which have teen submitted, or which 



' 

6078 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE Apr il 5 

-have been under consideration, by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Penn
sylvania, the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Pennsylvania, and myself. 

Let me say at this point that I believe 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania has an amendment which 
has been offered and which would pro
vide for the issuance of so-called peace 
bonds at a 2-percent interest rate. 

It seems to me that is a very hopeful 
enterprise, but not likely to be very suc
cessful, because I doubt if people would 
buy bonds of that character which pay 
only 2 percent. 

I had in mind including a 2-percent 
tax exemption on the bonds. They 
thereby would have some appeal to quite 
a number of people, particularly in the 
high income brackets, who might be per
suaded to purchase quite a few of the 
bonds. 

I had in mind a second amendment, 
more or less in the nature of a "sense" 
resolution, which would suggest to the 
President that he conduct a study in 
order to determine if it is possible for 
the United Nations to issue its own 
bonds, which would be salable to the 
general public, and would also carry the 
tax exemption feature. 

I think that is a more realistic ap
proach. I hope the suggestions may 
have a hearing. 

I understand all these amendments 
will be withdrawn and will be given con
sideration by the committee. Am I cor
rect in my understanding? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am 
about to yield, but first, commenting on 
what the distii1guished Senator from 
Vermont has said, I wish to say that if 
we have certain assurances on behalf 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, it 
will be my intention to withdraw the 
amendment, subject to the opportunity 
to have the proposal made at length, 
and perhaps more carefully, before the 
committee. 

I now yield to the distinguished senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding to me. 

On February 7 Senators HUMPHREY, 
NEUBERGER, WILLIAMS of New Jersey, 
YOUNG of Ohio, DOUGLAS, LONG of 
Hawaii, SMITH of Massachusetts, HART, 
and I introduced S. 2818, to promote the 
foreign policy of the United States by 
authorizing the purchase of United N_a
tions bonds and the appropriation of 
funds therefor, and to afford an oppor
tunity for the people of the United 
States to participate in the purchase of 
a special Treasury issue of "peace 
bonds." 

That bill was referred to the Foreign 
Relations Committee before the United 
Nations bond issue proposal was re
ported from the committee. 

I have since been endeavoring, not 
without success, to obtain administra
tion support for that bill. 

When the U.N. bond issue came to the 
floor, I caused that bill, S. 2818, to be 
revised in the form of an amendment to 
the pending legislation. • 

I had intended to offer that amend
ment as a substitute for the amendment 
of my able colleague from Pennsyl-

vania, and I have had some conversa
tion with him about this subject. 

I should like to know from the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the 
Senator in charge of the bill, whether 
he would be willing to accept and con
sider either of these amendments and 
what course of action he suggests. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator from 
Pennsylvania will yield to me for the 
purpose of answering that question-

Mr. SCOTT. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I have had the 

privilege of discussing these amend-
ments, which are very similar, with each 
of the three authors, the senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania, the junior Senator 
from Pennsylvania, and the junior Sen
ator from Vermont. I have stated that 
personally I am in sympathy with the 
objective of the proposals, but I do not 
believe that the proposals should be tied 

· to this measure. 
I have tak:en it upon myself to dis

cuss the subject with the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee [Mr. FULBRIGHT], and he has as
sured me that, if the Senators would 
not press their proposals at this time, 
the Foreign Relations Committee would 
be very glad to consider the question as 
a separate matter, so we could have all 
three proposals before us. 

I have also discussed the question with 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], who was cosponsor of one 
of the bills, and who is a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. We all 
agreed that, if the Senators would not 
press their proposals at this time, we 
would be very glad to take them up in the 
Foreign Relations Committee as a sep
arate matter. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. SCOT!'. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CLARK. I wish to ask the Sen

ator from Arkansas, chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, whom I 
see in the Chamber, whether he would 
be willing to permit hearings on these 
proposals. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I assure the Sena
tor we shall do it as soon as it is con
venient to do so. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for 
that assurance. 

Mr. President, I aslc unanimous con
sent that the text of the amendment 
which I had expected to propose may be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO S. 2768 
(Amendment proposed by Mr. CLARK to the 

amendment (3-29-6-A) offered by Sen
ator SCOTT to the bill (S. 2768) to promote 
the foreign policy of United States by au
thorizing a loan to the United Nations and 
the appropriations of funds therefor) 
Strike from line , page , to the end and 

insert the following: 
"UNITED NATIONS PEACE BONDS 

"SEC. 5. (a) For the purpose of providing 
an opportunity for the public to provide 
support for the activities of the United Na
tions, the Secretary of the Treasury is au
thorized and directed for a period of five 
years following the date of enactment of 

this Act to issue special obligations of the 
United States, designated as 'peace bonds', 
under Section 22 of the Second Liberty Bond 
Act, as amended, except that peace bonds 
shall mature not more than twenty-five 
years from the date of issue, and shall be 
issued on a discount basis to afford an in
vestment yield not in excess of 2 per centum 
per annum when held to maturity. The 
total amount of peace bonds outstanding at 
any time shall not exceed a face value of 
$100,000,000. The bonds shall be redeemable 
at any time in accordance with a preassigned 
schedule of values. The Treasury Depart
ment shall make peace bonds available for 
purchase through the same market channels 
as savings bonds, but the Department shall 
not undertake any promotional efforts on 
behalf of the peace bonds. 

"(b) Peace bonds shall have a face value 
of $25, $50, $100, $500, $1,000 when held to 
maturi"ty. No person or business entity m ay 
purchase or hold peace bonds with a face 
value in excess of $10,000. 

"(c) Amounts realized by the Secretary of 
the Treasury from the sale of peace bonds 
shall be deposited in a special fund in the 
Treasury, and shall be available for use by 
the President of the United States in sup
port of the activities of the United Nations." 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alabama and the Sen
ator from Arkansas for their willingness 
to consider this subject. So far as I am 
concerned, I am prepared not to off er 
my amendment in view of the strong 
representations of the leadership and 
the assurance that the committee is will
ing to have the proposals considered. 
Therefore, I shall not call up my amend-
ment. . 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I con
clude by saying that much of the purpose 
of the colloquy was to clarify the under
.standing reached by persons of originally 
different opinions on both sides of the 
aisle, in order to promote action upon 
and passage of the United Nations legis
lation. 

I appreciate the courtesy shown to all 
of us. I have developed, on our side of 
the aisle, evidence that there is consider
.able sympathy toward the approach sug
gested in my amendment. 

I thank the Senator from Alabama and 
the distinguished Senators on his side of 
the aisle who have assured us we shall 
have a hearing. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield. 
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point the text of the 
amendment I had intended to off er. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD~ as follows: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO S. 2768 
(Intended to be proposed by Mr. PROUTY to 

the amendment (in the nature of a sub
stitute) proposed by Mr. MANSFIELD (for 
himself and Mr. DIKKSEN) to the bill (.S. 
2768) to promote the foreign policy of the 
United States by authorizing a loan to 
the United Nations and the appropriation 
of funds therefor) 
At the end of the Amendment, add a new 

section as follows: 
"SEC. 5. (a) It is also the Bense of the 

Congress that the President of tl-ie United 
States shall endeavor to make such arrange
ments as may be necessary to provide an 
_opportunity for the public to purchase 
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United Nations bonds issued in accordance 
with the terms and conditions set forth 
in the Annex to the Resolution adopted 
by the General Assembly of the United Na
tions on December 20, 1961 (General As
sembly Resolution 1739 (XVI) ) . 

"(b) It is further the sense of the Con
gress that the President of the United States 
shall consider forthwith the desirability of 
exempting from all taxation now or here
after imposed by the United States all pay
ments of principal and interest received by 
the holders of United Nations bonds, and 
shall report to Congress on the same at the 
earliest possible date." 

Mr. PROUTY. I am very grateful to 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama, 
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas, 
and other Senators. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor, and I withdraw my amendment 
with the understanding that the pro
posed substitutes and amendments there
to have also been withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the so--called 
Mansfield-Dirksen amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment to the Mansfield-Dirksen 
amendment at the desk, identified as 
4-3-62-A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will .be 
stated for the inf or.mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
lines 3 to 5, it is proposed to strike out 
"shall not exceed by.more than $25,000,-
000 the aggregate amount of loans made 
or agreed to be made by other nations" 
and to insert in lieu thereof "shall not 
exceed $25,000,000 plus an amount equal 
to 50 per centum of the aggregate 
amount of loans made or _agreed to be 
made by other nations". 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, this .is 
not a very complicated amendment and 
it should not require much time to dis
cuss it. In two different respects .it goes 
to the very heart of the problem, . how
ever, which confronts the Senate in con
nection with the United Nations bond 
proposal. 

I appeal to Senators who believe that 
the function of th~ Senate is to leglslate 
rather than to delegate authority. 
Senators who believe in that doctrine 
will wish to have some voice in deter
mining the terms of the loan or gift and 
the extent to which the United States 
will participate on a percentage basis in 
the supplemental financing of United 
Nations debts, obligations, membership 
fees, and assessments. 

For a long time we contributed to the 
United Nations 47 percent of the total 
of its requirements from the Treasury of 
the United States. After many years of 
careful consideration by the Appropria
tions Committee of the Senate, aided at 
times by the Appropriations Committee 
of the House, we have been able to reduce 
the U.S. participation from 47 percent to 
roughly 33 % percent. 

Sometimes, on some assessments and 
some contributions, that has been a little 
less than 33% percent; sometimes it has 
been a litle more. At least it has come 
to be r,ecognized as a standard formula 
that in :financing the operations of the 
United Nations the part which, in the 
opinion of the United Nations, should 
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rightfully be paid by the United States 
is approximately 331/J percent. 

The proposal before us in the nature 
of a substitute-the ill-named -compro
mise-would change this percentage for
mula_ very sharply, and would change 
it in the wrong direction. What we are 
asked to do is to pretty well determine 
whether in the future the United States 
will continue to participate on the 33 % 
percent ratio _and formula which has 
been so laboriously attained, finally, by 
action of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee or whether, by one fell swoop, 
we shall increase the expectancy of the 
United Nations, and probably our con
tributions thereto, to 50 percent or more, 
which the language of the amendment 
suggests will be our share in this partic
ular financial effort. 

I say "the language'' because the 
arithmetic of the proposal goes far 
beyond 50 percent, since the United 
States would contribute an unmatched 
first $25 million and, after that, 50 per
cent of what is to follow. Out · of the 
$200 million, if we agree to the sub
stitute, the United States might well find 
that it is contributing substantially more 
than 50 percent of the total in supple
mentary finances to the United Nations. 

This is a very simple amendment, 
which involves two considerations. 
First, do we in the United States Senate 
wish to convey· and delegate to the Presi
dent, or to someone named by him, the 
power to negotiate and determine what 
is to be the U.S. percentage, with the 
mandate of the Senate that we have 
given acquiescence to a percentage for
mula of 5:0 percent and, in addition to 
that, a .$25 .million initial contribution? 
Do we wish to .spell it out, or do we wish 
to delegate the authority? Do we wish 
to legislate the provisions, or simply to 
delegate the authority to solve the prob
lem? That is the first question. As for 
me., I want the Senate to legislate-not 
capitulate. 

I believe we have the responsibility to 
legislate, so that all the world, friend and 
foe alike, may know exactly what we 
mean; -so that propagandists of un
friendly countries cannot distort -our 
meaning, our purpose, or our proposal; 
and so that friendly countries will know 
exactly what we propose to do. Also, I 
feel the American taxpayer has a right 
to know what is being . done and by 
whom. 

Mr. President, before my time runs out 
or Senators leave the Chamber, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. Secondly, having de

cided whether we wish to legislate or 
merely to convey the pro'blem elsewhere, 
we must ask ourselves what formula .we 

·wish to have -written into the law; 
whether it shall be 50 percent plus or 
331/a percent, on which we have insisted 
hereto! ore as being a proper percentage, 
after cutting a percentage point here 
and a fractional percentage point there. 
We have worked long and hard in the 
Appropriati-0ns Committee to eome with
in the formula which the United Nations 
itself believes to be proper in measuring 
the U.S. share of contribution. · 

On both of those points I stand with 
those who think we should legislate spe-

cifically. I stand with those who think 
we should perpetuate the 331/a-percent 
formula rather than knock it out by one 
quick action, and thereby to find our
selves plagued for many years to come 
with the precedent established whereby 
we shall suddenly pick up 50 percent of 
the tab plus, rather than 33 ¼ percent of 
the tab, which is rightfuliy our share. 

So I ask Senators to approve the 
amendment. I do so as one who would 
like to vote financial assistance to the 
United Nations, provided it can be done 

. within the formula we have developed 
and by specific terms. However, I do 
not intend to -vote for assistance to the 
United Nations if it will mean that sud
denly the United States is to become the 
exchequer to the extent of over 50 per
cent of the U.N. expenditw·es, and if it 
means that henceforth, instead of work
ing, as we have in the past, to spell out 
a percentage formula, we are. to .convey 
to a different branch of the Govern
ment the right to negotiate, to· barter, 
and to spend money which under the 
Constitution should be appropriated by 
the Congress. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
had planned to yield 13 minutes to the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND], .but -while he is on his way 
to the Chamber I yield myself 1 minute. 

I shall ask unanimous consent to have 
· printed in the RECORD a brief analysis of 
the effect of the Mundt amendment, 
setting out some of the variations in 

· amounts that the United States con
tributes to the operations of the United 
Nations. · Many people have the idea 
that the United States contributes a very 
large percentage of all operations of the 
United Nations. It is true that, when 

· measured across the board, the United 
States makes a considerable contribu
tion, but with respect to ·the regular 
budget our contribution is 32 percent. 
There are some activities in the United 
Nations to which we contribute as little 
as 4 per-cent. 

So the percentage varies from activity 
to activity. I believe this analysis will 
be helpful to Senators. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the. analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

· as follows: 
MUNDT AMENDMENT (3-23-62-A) TO S. 2768 

1. The amendment would change the 
matching formula in the committee bill so 
that, ·after the first $2-S million· of bonds 

· purchased by the l1nited States the President 
. would be authorized to buy half as much as 
.purchased by other nations instead of an 
amount equal to the amount purchased by 
other nations. 

2. The effect of the amendment is -to put 
a limit of $58.3 million on U.S. bond pur
chases instead o.f $100 million, as provided 
Jn the committee bill. This would allow 
a maximum U.S. share of 29 percent o:f total 
bond purchases instead of 50 percent, as 

-proposed· in the committee bill. 
. .a. Senator MUNDT'S premise is that 32 per
eent is the m-aximum share of any U.N. activ
ity whi-ch should ibe paid by the United 
States; 32.02 percent is the share we are pay
ing of the regular U .N. budget whieh finances 
the General Assembly, Security Council, and 
the Secretariat. U.S. contributions to other 
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activities vary greatly. We pay 71 percent 
of the Palestine refugee program and 4 per
cent of the Universal Postal Union. The 
United States has paid 47 percent of the 
Congo costs; 32 percent through assessed 
contributions and 15 percent in voluntary 
contributions. 

4. The 47 percent which the United States 
pays of the Congo cost is a negotiated figure. 
U.S. representatives argue we should pay 
less; others argue that the U.S. should pay 
more than 47 percent. Many countries be
lieve that the United States and other big 
powers should pay higher percentages for 
peace and security operations than big pow
ers pay for the regular budget because un
der the Charter the Security Council has pri
mary responsibility for keeping peace. The 
United States cannot truthfully say that this 
position is without merit. 

5. The bond proceeds will be used for the 
Congo and Middle East operations. The per• 
centage of the total of bonds that we buy 
should be somewhere near the same propor
tion that we have been paying toward these 
operations. Failure of U.N. efforts in the 
Congo and Gaza Strip would endanger U.S. 
security. 

6. Even though the U.S. buys 50 percent 
of the bonds now, over the 25-year period 
of the bonds we shall pay only 32 percent of 
the cost of the bonds. This is because the 
bonds will be repaid out of the regular U.N. 
budget to which the United States contrib
utes 32 percent. 

KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION 
PROJECT, ILLINOIS 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield a half minute to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in Jan
uary 1961, I introduced a bill (S. 520) 
to authorize the canalization of the Kas
kaskia River, Ill. This measure, which 
has the approval of the Chief of Engi
neers and the Army Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, passed the Sen
ate during the 1st session of the 87th 
Congress. It is now pending before the 
House Committee on Public Works. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD an 
article from the St. Louis <Mo.) Globe
Democrat, under date of March 30, 1962, 
relating to the announcement of plans 
for the location of five industrial plants 
in that area of southern Illinois as soon 
as Congress authorizes this important 
navigation project. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
FIVE MAJOR INDUSTRIES WILL BUILD PLANTS 

IN KASKASKIA RIVER AREA 

Plans for construction of five industrial 
plants along the proposed Kaskaskia River 
project in Illinois and worth $200 million 
were to be announced at a Belleville dinner 
Thursday night. 

The plants would be built as soon as Fed
eral authorization for canalization of the 
river is obtained and would be in addition 
to the previously announced $132 million 
construction of a powerplant by the Illinois 
Power & Light Co. and a Kaiser Aluminum 
Co. plant. 

Emil Burgard, chairman of the Kaskaskia 
Industrial Development Corp., said repre
sentatives of the five industries would dis
close detailed plans for the plants at the 
corporation's annual dinner at Augustine's 
Restaurant. 

The plants will be built in an area about 
50 miles from St. Louis in southeastern St. 

Clair County and in Randolph, Clinton, and 
Washington Counties. 

Mr. Burgard said he could not identify the 
industries involved prior to the dinner be
cause the announcement was a surprise for 
persons attending the dinner, including Gov. 
Otto Kerner, who was to be main speaker. 

The canal project is estimated to cost $60 
million and is now pending in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. It has passed the 
Senate. 

It is part of the overall Kaskaskia Valley 
development program which includes a $40 
million dam and reservoir under construc
tion at Carlyle and a $30 million dam and 
reservoir at Shelbyville. 

The Kaskaskia would be canalized 50 miles 
upstream from its mouth above Chester, Ill., 
in Randolph County to make it a navigable 
stream. Dams and reservoirs would make it 
usable most of the year. 

Portions of the acreage needed for the 
plants already have been purchased by the 
companies, Mr. Burgard said. The firms 
have indicated they would start construc
tion soon after the Government approves 
the canalization, he said. 

Mr. Burgard, a Fayetteville real estate deal
er, said Kaiser has acquired about 4,000 acres 
near Chester for plant purposes and coal 
rights to 50 square miles of land east of 
Fayettevme. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. These five plants are 
in addition to the construction of a 
powerplant which was announced some 
time ago. 

Mr. President, it is projects of this na
ture that provide a positive answer to 
our unemployment problem. Long after 
temporary measures have been ex
hausted, these industrial plants will be 
providing jobs, providing income, and 
adding to the econ .mic well-being of 
southern Illinois. A great number of 
counties in southern Illinois have been 
designated as depressed areas under the 
provisions of the Area Redevelopment 
Act. In view of the excessive high rate 
of unemployment and the acute need 
for jobs in that area of the State, it is 
my hope that the House Public Works 
Committee will take prompt favorable 
action on s. 520. Delays mean postpone
ment of jobs for southern Illinois. 

It is heartening to note that the Gov
ernor of Illinois joins me in my desire 
for action on the bill. I ask unanimous 
consent, Mr. President, to have printed 
in the RECORD an article dated March 30, 
1962, from the Illinois State Journal at 
Springfield, together with an editorial 
from the St. Louis Globe-Democrat 
dated March 31, 1962, outlining the 
views of our Governor on this proposal. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
(From the Illinois State Journal, Springfield, 

Ill., Mar. 30, 1962] 
KERNER SEES BOOM WHEN RIVER OPENS 

BELLEVILLE.--Gov. Otto Kerner said Thurs
day night eventual opening of the Kaskaskia 
Valley to river traffic "should ignite an in
dustrial explosion" without equal in south
ern Illinois' history. 

Kerner said canalization of the lower 
Kaskaskia River, coupled with construction 
of reservoirs at Carlyle and Shelbyvllle, would 
provide an ideal situation for economic 
growth and expansion. 

The reservoir at Carlyle is under construc
tion and the one at Shelbyville is in the 
planning stage. 

"Once an adequate water supply for do
mestic and commercial needs is guaranteed 

and a route for water transportation is as
sured, southern Illinois will have the neces
sary material around which 1 t can build 
a great industrial team," Kerner said. 

The governor's remarks were made before 
the second annual meeting of the Kaskaskia 
Area Industrial Development Association. 

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, St. 
Louis, Mo., Mar, 31, 1962] 

KASKASKIA'S INDUSTRIAL EXPLOSION 

Illinois Gov. Otto Kerner added to his 
previous warm endorsement of the Kaskaskia 
Canal project a prediction that its develop
ment will create an "industrial explosion un
paralleled in southern Illinois." 

Many organizations are to be commended 
for supporting legislation making possible 
the $60 million project. The measure has 
passed the U.S. Senate and is pending in 
the House. The advantages which will be 
felt in souther:tl Illinois, through the widened 
river passage to the Mississippi, will be en
joyed also by the St. Louis area and south
ern Missouri. 

Southern Illinois economic lag and unem
ployment problem could not help but spread 
its impact throughout the triangle marked 
by St. Louis, Terre Haute, Ind., and Pa
ducah, Ky. 

Already several large industries from the 
Middle West have taken options on land in 
the Kaskaskia River watershe<,i for factories. 

Illinois ls moving rapidly with the .Kas
kaskia project--a $40 million dam and ·reser
voir at Carlyle, and a $30 million dam and 
reservoir at Shelbyville. · 

Such aggressiveness should provide a prod 
for St. Louis to get going with development 
of the Meramec Valley, a project that should 
have been undertaken a decade ago. 

UNITED NATIONS BONDS PURCHASE 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion of the bill CS. 2768) to promote the 
foreign policy of the United States by 
authorizing the purchase of United Na
tions bonds and the appropriation oi 
funds therefor. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 13 minutes to the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it is 
not in the best interest of the United 
States to finance the United Nations to 
an extent greater than its legal obliga
tions and assessments. The United 
States is foremost among the members 
of the United Nations in faithful pay
ment of regular dues and special assess
ments. The regular share of the United 
States, as arrived at by the General 
Assembly, in all operations of the United 
Nations is 32.02 percent. Not only have 
we been unfailing in meeting our obliga
tions, but we have gratuitously donated 
large sums to the United Nations over 
and above this share. The United States 
is now contributing approximately 47 
percent of the entire budget of the 
United Nations. When any 1 nation 
out of a total membership of 104 nations 
contributes such a disproportionate 
share to the finances of the United Na
tions, the need is clear for a reevalua
tion of the operations of that organiza
tion. 

The financial crisis of the United 
Nations is not the cause, but merely 
one manifestation of the sickness which 
besets that organization. The fiscal 
deficit ,is a reflection of initial defects 
and the subsequent degeneration of the 
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United Nations. To adopt a stopgap 
remedy such as this would contribute 
little toward its salvation. The need is 
indicated for a major reorganization 
designed to get to the root of the prob
lem and prevent recurrences of similar 
difficulties in the future. Among other 
things, the prompt payment of dues and 
minor assessments must be made an 
absolute condition of continued mem
bership in the United Nations. 

In addition, the scope of United Na
tions activities and purposes will have 
to be revised so that membership will 
be worth the pro rata payment of dues 
and minor assessments. The opportu
nity for interference in the internal af
fairs of any state, such as that which 
occurred in anti-Communist Katanga, 
must be eliminated. 

The United Nation's operations in the 
Middle East and in the Congo are the 
primary causes of the financial distress 
of that organization. I am one of the 
multitude who protested strongly at the 
act of blatant aggression committed 
against Katanga in the Congo. In my 
opinion the intervention there consti
tuted a flagrant attack upon the in
tegrity and security of a sovereign state. 
It was an abusive misuse of military 
might in an .effort to force that state into 
a central government controlled in large 
part by Communist-inclined leaders. 
It was a violation of the spirit which 
the people of the United State~ and the 
Senate of the United States assented to 
when it ratified the Charter -0f the 
United Nations. If it was not a violation 
of the charter itself, then there is an 
inherent flaw in that document which 
needs to be altered. 

The intervention in the Congo was 
undertaken in the name of peace. · At 
the end of World War II, when the 
United Nations came into existence, 
peace was foremost in the minds of all 
men. The ravages of war were so fresh 
in our memory that the word "peace" 
was the clarion call. The United Na
tions was envisioned as the vehicle 
through which the goal of a peaceful 
world order could be achieved. Now 
aggression and armed intervention has 
been undertaken in the name of peace. 
Freedom and s-elf-determination, which 
were denied the people of Katanga in 
the name of peace, would certainly be 
a more worthy goal for the United Na
tions to seek. 

It must be remembered that peace can 
be obtained at the same time that all 
mankind is enslaved. "Peace" and 
slavery can go hand in hand, but free
dom is the antithesis of slavery, and 
freedom should be the ultimate aim of 
government by the people everywhere. 

A major portion of the funds which 
would be made available to the United 
Nations should Congress give its ap~ 
proval would be used to defray the ex
penses of the Congo operation. The 
money in excess of that amount, how
ever, would provide a fund to finance 
future aggression by the United Nations 
undertaken in the name of peace. 

This would be tantamount to giving 
approval to the U.N.'s actions in the 
Congo and encouraging them to engage 
in aggression of a similar nature in the 
future. This is the equivalent of invit-

ing the United Nations to forcefully in
tervene in the internal affairs of any 
country which is determined by the Se
curity Council to pose a threat to the 
peace. To take such action in the name 
of peace is to make a mockery of the 
word "peace." 

What then is the proper role for the 
United Nations? Mutual understanding 
and trust between nations is a prerequi
site for a world in which peace and 
freedom prevail. Any action or move
ment calculated to undermine this rela
tionship between nations may be a threat 
to only freedom and not at the same 
time threaten the peace. Since the Unit
ed Nations was not conceived in the idea 
of securing and extending the blessings 
of liberty to all mankind, but merely "to 
save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war" it must play a marginal 
role in the conduct of the cold war. The 
threat to the liberty of the portions of 
the world which remain free is real and 
imminent, and the United Nations has 
proved itself to be inadequate to accept 
the challenge with any degree of success. 

In these perilous times, the true meas
ure of the United Nation's role as an in
strument of the foreign policy of the 
United States must be determined by 
the degree to which it conforms to our 
needs. The action by the United Nations 
in the Congo was in direct contravention 
to the stated principles for which the 
United States stands. It prevented ~elf
determination for the people of Katanga 
and therefore deprived them of their lib:
erty in that regard. To lend -approval 
and financial assistance to operations of 
the United Nations which are in direct 
conflict with the principles upon which 
our foreign policy is, or should be, based 
is a grave error. Our actions in giving 
support to violations of these principles 
must speak as loud as our words in advo
cating them. Such inconsistencies can 
only result in decreasing the respect 
other nations have for us. 

Mr. President, it is premature for Con
gress to be even considering such a pro
posal at this time. The World Court has 
been asked for an advisory opinion as to 
whether the assessments for the Middle 
East and Congo operations are binding 
upon member states. A decision is ex
pected sometime in the early summer, 
but the Court ~ould decline to pass on 
the matter if they determine it to be a 
political rather than a legal question. 
Under the United Nations Charter, ad
visory opinions from the World Court are 
limited to legal questions, and they may 
pass on them even though they are pre
sented in the--abstract. The question 
which ha-s been put to the Court involves 
the interpretation of a treaty provision 
and will probably, therefore, be consid
ered an essentially judicial task. The 
World Court advisory opinion may not 

.sustain the United Nations power to col-
lect these special assessments. A ruling 
of this nature would place the United 
States in an untenable position in its 
chances for repayment in the event Con
gress authorizes participation in the 
present scheme. The other member na
tions of the United Nations could justifi
ably decline to pay that share of their 
future dues which would be used to re
pay the U.S. loan. This would necessi-

tate increasing the assessment of every 
nation with the eventual result of the 
United States repaying itself the money 
which they had advanced. 

In any event, the prospects for repay
ment of any advance are dim as long 
as the United Nations continues to be 
constituted as at present. As of De
cember 31, 1961, the total arrears in 
member states' assessed contributions to 
the United Nations for the regular budg
et, and for - the special operations, 
amounted to $93,820,856. It would have 
undoubtedly been greater had not the 
United States donated large sums above 
their regular share. The United Nations 
had net cash resources of $15.5 million 
and a total unpaid obligation of $129.4 
million. The unpaid obligations include 
rather substantial sums owed to various 
surplus and special accounts of the 
United Nations. If these facts paint .a 
rather confused picture of the fiscal af
fairs of the United Nations, it is but 
further evidence of the overall con
fusion which exists in that body. 

Mr. President, there have been many 
proposals advanced to bail the United 
Nations out of its financial difficulties~ 
With possibly one exception, they fail to 
get at the crux of the matter in that 
they offer only stopgap remedies. If it 
is the judgment of our country that the 
United Nations has a potential worth 
saving, we should channel our efforts 
toward seeking a meaningful and last
ing solution :for its problems. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time if the Senator from South Dakota 
is ready to do likewise. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 additional minutes. First of all, 
let me say I am happy to have confirma
tion, as I knew I would have it, from the 
acting chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations that our overall con
tribution to the major portion of the 
U.N. expenditures is 32 percent. In real
ity, my amendment is even a little more 
generous, because it provides for one
third. It maintains the traditional for
mula of 331/3 percent of our contribu
tion to the U .N. 

I believe this is a much more serious 
issue than many of us, perhaps, have 
stopped to analyze and realize. Some
times w.e are imbued with slogans and 
labels and headlines when we read that 
a happy compromise has been effectu
ated. If we do not look into the language 
of the compromise, it may seem like a 
happy, propitious, peaceful solution of 
the problem. 

In analyzing the original U .N. bond 
proposal, and comparing it with the sub
stitute we now have before us, we see 
that the proposal we have before us be
lies the description "compromise." 

At least, the original U.N. bond pro
posal had the virtue of being specific, 
and gave us an opportunity to know for 
what we were voting or what we were 
about to amend, or what, perhaps, we 
might dedde to oppose. 

The substitute, is, indeed, a congres
sional capitulation. Rather than a com
promise, it could better be described as a 
cascade of concessions because Congress 
has retained nothing, but has delegated 
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everything. We move away from the 
traditional 331/a-percent posture to the 
posture that the U.N. will be costing us 
more than 50 percent. 

I believe we should go further than 
spelling out that we will retain the 331/a
percent formula. However, I shall not 
press the other points at this time. 

I believe that prudent and proper par
liamentary procedure would indicate 
that we spell out the interest rate. This 
Congress has been accused before, with 
some justification, of being the most 
irresponsible Congress fiscally in the 
current century. We manifestly do 
nothing to refute that indictment when 
we start appropriating hundreds of mil
lions of dollars, to be loaned to people 
in other lands at a visionary interest 
rate to be fixed, we hope, somewhere, 
sometime, by somebody. We could very 
well wind up with no interest rate at all. 
I believe that prudent and proper par
liamentary procedure would indicate 
that if we are to lend this money, at least 
we should fix the maximum length of the 
loan. 

Taxpayers of America should have a 
right to insist upon the protection of the 
Constitution. If we are to enter into 
the international banking business, we 
ought to fix the interest rate, at least, 
and we certainly should fix the maxi
mum termination date. This we do not 
do in the so-called compromise substi
tute. We merely say, "Let them have it 
on the promise that we will learn about 
it somewhere else when somebody has 
decided what should be done." 

I do not believe that that is the kind of 
approach a responsible parliamentary 
body should take. If we were lending a 
$10 bill to a neighbor in Maryland, that 
is one thing. However, when we are 
lending $100 million to an international 
organization, it seems to me it is a 
sad reflection upon the attitude we take 
toward fiscal affairs in this great Con
gress when we fail to spell out and 
identify the fiscal guidelines. 

Despite the fact that I fear the 
amendment will be defeated, although 
I hope it will not be defeated-I know 
that the skids have been greased, and I 
know that the clamor is on, and I know 
it is hard to obtain the attendance of 
Senators at this hour of the evening
speaking for myself and my conviction, 
I would indeed be derelict if I did not 
call attention to what I think is a mani
festation of a careless and capricious 
custody of the public pursestrings on the 
part of the Senate. 

I hope the Senate will approve my 
simple amendment and retain the per
centage formula which traditionally has 
been considered right by the United 
Nations. 

If my distinguished friend from Ala
bama will yield back the remainder of 
his time, I shall be glad to do likewise. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield 4 minutes 
to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MUNDT. I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to address myself briefly to 
the compromise substitute offered by the 
majority leader and the minority leader. 

I am glad the issue before us will be 
resolved on a bipartisan basis and that 

there is wide backing from both sides of 
the aisle for the substitute plan. This 
is the way it should be. 

Strong bipartisan support is indis
pensable if we are going to participate 
effectively in the United Nations. Un
fortunately, some people lose sight of 
this basic principle. When this occurs 
we are hurt, and so is our useful role 
in the United Nations. 

I especially want to pay tribute to my 
able colleagues, Senator MANSFIELD, Sen
ator SPARKMAN, Senator DIRKSEN, Sen
ator AIKEN, and Senator HICKENLOOPER 
for the sensible and constructive way in 
which they joined forces in working out 
the bipartisan substitute. 

The funds raised by the United Na
tions under the loan-bond arrangement 
will be used mainly to finance the expen
sive operations of the United Nations in 
the Congo. 

Let us be candid about the situation 
in the Congo. It is a new experience to 
have the United Nations conduct a mili
tary effort of this type. It is a difficult 
kind of operation, and there are disturb
ing and unhappy aspects to it. The sit
uation may deteriorate before it im
proves. 

We are in for much more trouble in the 
Congo, and there is a long way to go 
before the effort can be called a suc
cess. 

Whatever reservations anyone may 
have about the Congo operations, the 
United Nations is deeply involved in 
the Congo. I am sure that no one can 
seriously want to use the power of the 
purse to force a halt. There is no good 
alternative at this time to continued 
support of the operations in the hope 
that law and order may be established 
in the Congo and that the Congo may be 
given a chance to make a start as a uni
fied and independent state. 

Mr. President, I am deeply troubled 
by the fact that so few members of the 
United Nations have met their share 
of the cost of the United Nations oper
ations in the Middle East and the Congo. 
It is a sign of trouble in an organiza
tion when its members refuse to pay 
their dues. I believe that our Govern
ment should make great efforts to change 
this state of affairs. I am much more 
concerned about the principle involved 
tha,n I am about the sum of money. One 
member should not, as a matter of prin
ciple, act as an organization's financial 
angel. 

I intend to vote for the compromise 
measure to help meet the financial needs 
of the United Nations in the coming 
period. However, I hope that this de
bate will make it clear that the Senate 
is acting to meet an emergency and that 
its action does not set a precedent for 
the future. 

I regret that there was not timely con
sultation last fall with the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I believe a better 
way of meeting the financial problem of 
the United Nations might have been 
found. But there was a failure to· con
sult, and we now face a condition, not a 
theory. 

Faced with this condition, I believe 
the compromise before the Senate is the 
best we can get, and I support it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time and to ask for a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 
back the rest of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The Senator 
from Alabama has asked for the yeas 
and nays, Is there a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT] to the Mansfield-Dirksen 
substitute. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. KERR], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LONG], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] are 
absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be~ 
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] : 
If present and voting, the Senator from -
New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Utah would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is paired with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG] is paired with the Sen
ator from North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from North Dakota would vote 
"yea." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER]' the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. KERR], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] would each 
vote "nay.'' 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUS
KA] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Y oUNG l is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from New Mexico would vote "nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YouNG] is paired with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNGl. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
North Dakota would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Louisiana would vote 
"nay." 
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The result was announced-yeas 24, 
nays 67, as follows: · 

Allott 
Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Capehart 
Case, S. Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dworshak 

Aiken 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 
Fulbright 
Gore 

[No. 37 Leg.] 
YEAS--24 

Eastland 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
McClellan 
Miller 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Prouty 

NAYS--67 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long,Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 

Robertson 
Russell 
Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 

Metcalf 
Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Saltonstall 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Wiley 
Williams, N .J. 
Yarborough 
Young,_ Ohio 

NOT VOTING-9 
Anderson Ellender Long, La. 
Bennett Hruska Neuberger 
Chavez Kerr Young, N. Dak. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment to the amendment was rejected be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HICKEY in the chair) . The question is 
on agreeing to the motion to lay on the 
table the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, on my own behalf, I call up, to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, an amendment originally filed 
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN], on behalf of him.self, myself, 
and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MORTON]. I am calling up the amend
ment on my own behalf because, as I 
understand, the Senator from Vermont 
is not now joining in offering this 
amendment, and I am not sure whether 
-the Senator from ·Kentucky [Mr. MOR
TON] is. So I call up the amendment 
on my own behalf. It is identified as 
'-' 3-16-62-A." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER to the Mansfield-Dirksen 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
was read, as follows: _ 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"That there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the President, without fiscal 
year limitation, out_ of any money _in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a sum 
not to exceed $100,000,000 which shall be 
available for the making of loans to the 
United Nations. Any such loan shall mature 

not later than June 30, 1965, and shall bear 
interest at a rate determined by the Secre
tary of the Treasury to be substantially 
equal to the average rate, as of the last day 
of the month preceding the making of the 
loan, on outstanding marketable public debt 
obligations of the United States of com
parable maturities. 

"SEC. 2. Amounts received from the repay
ment of principal and payment of interest 
due on such loans shall be deposited into 
the Treasury of the United States as mis
cellaneous receipts. 

"Amend the title so as to read: 'A bill to 
promote the foreign policy of the United 
Sta~es by authorizing loans to the United 
Nations and the appropriation of funds 
therefor.'" 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not intend to take any appre
ciable amount of the time of the Senate, 
but I am greatly concerned about the 
direction which this particular financial 
transaction may be taking. Originally 
I felt that the U.N. was in serious finan
cial straits. I joined in the amendment 
to lend the United Nations $100 million 
at current rates of interest, or, as stated 
in the amendment at a rate, "to be sub
stantially equal to the average rate, as of 
the last day of the month preceding the 
making of the loan, on outstanding mar
ketable public debt obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturities," 
and that such loans shall mature not 
later than June 30, 1965. 

The provisions of the pending amend
ment are well known. I believe it is a 
method of placing a substantial incen
tive in the hands of the United Nations 
to meet its financial straits. It post
pones the payment of the debt for the 
loan for 3 years from June 30 of this 
year. Three sessions can go by. The 
various nations can stimulate themselves 
to put their financial houses in order and 
pay up their arrearages, at least par
tially. So far as I am concerned, if the 
countries in arrears showed good faith 
and sincerity in paying the arrearages, 
I would have no objection to an exten
sion of the unpaid portion of the loan for 
a reasonable period of time after the 
3-year period, in order to assist them. 

I off er the amendment because a great 
many Members of the Senate have signi
fied to me that they would like this kind 
of approach. They consider it to be a 
businesslike approach to the affairs of 
the United Nations, as opposed to the 
long-drawn-out 25-year bond proposal, 
which a number of Members of this body 
oppose. They think this amendment 
would cause the United Nations to tight
en its fiscal and financial affairs and 
cause the various countries to meet their 
obligations by contributing money to 
the United Nations if they want to vote 
in it, and thereby make it a viable or
ganization. I think it is a sound, busi
nesslike approach. 

I may say in advance something that 
perhaps is bad forensics in debating pro
cedure, but I am not unnecessarily de
luded into thinking that the amendment 
will carry. However, I am offering it for 
the benefit of Senators who want an 
opportunity to vote on the proposal and 
who have expressed themselves on it. I 
am offering it to give them an opportu
nity to vote to assist, for a period of 
time, in a substantial, material way, the 

United Nations, based on a businesslike 
approach and an approach which I think 
would stimulate the United Nations to 
put its house in order, and which would 
be of material assistance. 
· The substitute which was offered by 
the Senator from Montana, the major
ity leader [Mr. MANSFIELD], and the 
Senator from Illinois, the minority lead
er [Mr. DIRKSEN], was originally de
signed, I believe, to meet a loan theory 
rather than a bond theory. The words 
referring to bonds were deleted in the 
amendment, but I have been greatly 
concerned about the interpretation by 
certain spokesmen close to the White 
House who have chortled that the so
called substitute was more than the ad
ministration originally asked. 

I am also concerned by the fact that 
the President's letter of yesterday, whieh 
I looked for with some eagerness and 
anticipation, said absolutely nothing as 
to how the transaction would be handled. 
It was a completely unsatisfactory letter 
so far as I am concerned. 

I still hope that, if the compromise is 
accepted, the President will exercise his 
discretion and use the loans on a basis 
of reasonable and justifiable rates of 
interest. 

However, I have offered the amend
ment, and do not care to discuss it fur
ther. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the 

Senator from South Dakota correct in 
understanding that a basic difference 
between this amendment and the re
ported substitute is that the Senator's 
amendment would require the interest 
rate to be determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, to be substantially equal 
to the average rate at which the United 
States has borrowed money? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor
rect; and the amendment now before the 
Senate amounts to a 3-year loan, at the 
average cost of money to the Govern
ment as expressed in the amendment. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Did the 
Senator give consideration to placing in 
his amendment section 3, which is con
tained in the other substitute, which 
would provide for deductions from the 
annual payments of the assessed share 
of the United States of the budget of the 
United Nations an amount equal to the 
corresponding annual installment of 
principal and interest due the United 
States? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. It was 
considered, but it was deemed not neces
sary, because this transaction would be 
a 3-year loan. If payment were to be de
ferred for a longer period, I think the 
annual checkoff of the obligations of the 
U.N. to the United States to be applied 
against our assessments would be a de
sirable addition. I do not think it is de
sirable in this amendment because it 
provides for a 3-year loan, and not a 
long-term loan. 

Mr. CASE of -South Dakota. Under 
the Senator's proposal, is there anything 
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mandatory, or is it merely an authoriza
tion for an appropriation? 

Mr. mcKENLOOPER. It is an au
thorization for the appropriation to the 
President of $100 million, a part or all of 
which he may lend. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. But it 
would be subject to review by the Ap
propriations Committee? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield me 2 minutes? 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. I shall support the 

amendment in the full knowledge, as the 
Senator from Iowa has said, that it will 
not carry. In substance, the amend
ment is the suggestion I made last Feb
ruary when the question arose. I feel 
that something has been accomplished. 
I feel that the substitute offered by the 
Senator from Montana and the Senator 
from Illinois is far better than the orig
inal measure or the measure as reported 
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee. 

There are sections in the substitute 
proposed by the Senator from Montana 
and the Senator from Illinois which 
make clear the intent of Congress, and 
I think give some notice to our colleagues 
in the United Nations that we are not 
going down the primrose path of long
term deficit financing or from one crisis 
to another, and pick up the tab. 

I would have preferred the approach 
taken by the amendment of the senior 
Senator from Iowa. I realize, however, 
that we must accommodate ourselves to 
parliamentary realities. 

I shall vote for the amendment, know
ing that it will not prevail, and then I 
shall support the substitute offered by 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from Kentucky. I have much 
the same feeling, I believe, that the sub
stitute offered by the Senator from Mon
tana and the Senator from Illinois has 
within its framework the opportunity 
for the President to make a realistic, 
businesslike transaction, without going 
the 25-year-bond route and without 
going the 2-percent-interest route. 

If the President takes such a position, 
I shall have no quarrel with his dis
cretionary action, if there is a substan
tially shorter term than 25 years. If 
there is a more realistic interest rate 
than 2 percent, I am willing to trust 
the President's discretion in that con
nection. I feel that if the President 
elects to make a 25-year loan and to 
buy bonds, and if he elects to loan 
the money at 2 percent, that will 
not be in keeping with the substantial 
view of the Congress of the United 
States, or the substantial wish of the 
Congress of the United States. 

We must have some trust and con
fidence in the President. If he does 
not do things the way we wish, we can 
criticize his action at a later date. I 
hope this program will be operated on a 
businesslike basis and not on such a 
basis that other countries may expect 
that they can continually default on 
their payments to the United Nations 
and the United States will come along 
and pick up the check year after year 

after year, to the detriment, to the 
deterioration, and to the erosion of the 
strength and dignity which ought to 
be a part of the United Nations and 
of the nations that compose it. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 4 minutes? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the 
hour is late. I am one Senator who 
rarely takes the time of the Senate for 
remarks, particularly with respect to 
measures which do not come from my 
own committee. 

I was one of those who !mportuned 
the Senator from Iowa to offer the 
amendment or the substitute even 
though it had been discarded, and even 
though the hope of its being agreed to 
is very slim. I appreciate the fact that 
the Senator has offered it. 

I am not suggesting that it was not 
the part of wisdom for those who origi
nally supported this measure to agree 
to a compromise. 

I wished to see it offered because I am 
one--and I think there are others---who, 
before the Senate reaches a final vote on 
the measure before it, wishes to have an 
opportunity to vote to lend to the United 
Nations exactly and precisely what the 
President · has indicated the U.N. needs 
at the present time; namely, $100 mil
lion-the exact amount-but to lend it 
to the United Nations directly as a loan 
from the United States of America for a 
time certain and at a rate of interest 
which would reimburse the United States 
for the amount it pays for the use of 
this money. 

Mr. President, it has been a long road. 
I am one who is a liberal in foreign 
affairs, who has followed this road ever 
since I came to the Congress in 1947. 
I voted for and supported the Greek
Turkey aid program. I voted for and 
supported the Marshall plan. I have 
voted for and supported our foreign aid 
policy down through my 16 years of serv
ice. I am willing to support and to hold 
up the hands of the United Nations. 

I have stated steadfastly to my peo
ple and to everyone else that we should 
not withhold from the United Nations 
the full support of the United States of 
America, because in that Organization, 
formed to replace war with law, reposes 
the hope and the dream of humanity. 

It is my opinion that we do not aid 
the United Nations, that we do not build 
self-respect of the United Nations, that 
we do not build respect of the world for 
the United States when we allow our own 
constitutional methods, our own checks 
and balances, the safeguards of our Re
public to be ignored and to slip through 
our fingers. 

I want to see the loan made, and I 
wish to vote for a method of making it 
that will keep the purse strings of this 
Republic where they belong, in the 
hands of the Senate and in the hands 
of our sister body. When the President 
comes to the Congress, as is his duty, 
entrusted as he is under the Constitu
tion with the conduct of foreign affairs, 
and says to the Congress: "It is my opin
ion that we need so much money for this 
country, for that country, and for the 
United Nations," in my belief it is our 

duty to consider it carefully and to give 
him, to the best of our ability, so far as 
our conscience permits, what is required, 
whether he be a Democrat or a Repub
lican. He is our President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Hamp
shire has expired. 

Mr. COTTON. Will the Senator yield 
me 2 additional minutes? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield 2 
more minutes to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it is a 
far different thing to hand over blanket 
authority to the Executive. We have 
been doing that more and more and 
more. Those who have studied the 
course of events in the last few years are 
painfully aware of the fact that the 
Congress of the United States and the 
Senate, with all its tradition, has gotten 
into the habit of "passing the buck" to 
the President of the United States will
ingly, and sometimes even when he 
hardly asks for it, handing decisionmak
ing over to him. 

I certainly respect the earnest desire 
of those who have framed what is called 
a compromise, but if Senators will read 
through its pages they will see expres
sions such as "it is the intent of the Con
gress" and "it is the sense of the Con
gress." One almost finds "it is the 
hope of the Congress" that the Presi
dent or someone else, will cause the 
United Nations to improve its :financial 
practices. The proposal protests that 
this action is not to be a precedent for 
further surrender of the purse strings 
by the Congress of the United States. 

To paraphrase a famous statement: 
The substitute doth protest too much, me 

thinks. 

Why did that statement have to go in? 
It is because in the hearts and minds of 
Senators who are aware of the traditions 
of this body there must be the feeling 
that we are in danger of taking a further 
long step down the road of releasing con
trol of the purse strings from the Con
gress of the United States. 

Mr. President, I have gone almost as 
far as I can go down the road of indis
criminate giving to foreign nations, until 
they have come to feel they have a vested 
right in the money of our taxpayers. 

I still wish to do the things which are 
necessary to build and to maintain the 
free society of nations and to keep the 
United Nations effective, but from now 
on I shall insist as far as my vote and 
influence permits that the Congress of 
the United States knows exactly how 
much is being given, for what it is being 
given, and for how long. I want the 
Congress to set the ground rules. 

For that reason I wished an opportu
nity to vote for this amendment. For 
that reason I fear I shall, with great 
reluctance, be compelled to vote against 
the so-called compromise. I must say 
I would rather vote for what the Presi
dent asked in the beginning than for 
this vague delegation of authority which, 
with all respects to its distinguished 
authors, confers almost unlimited power 
to the President. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield 2 min

utes to the Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I -wish 

we had the time and the disposition to 
discuss these basic issues in the delibera
tive manner I think they merit. 

I . shall vote for the Hickenlooper 
amendment for precisely the reasons 
stated with such eloquence by my dis
tinguished friend from New Hampshire. 
Like him, for a long time, I consistently 
supported the United Nations, the for
eign-aid program, the ECA program, 
the Marshall plan, and all the rest. I 
have been somewhat active in regard to 
programs beyond that, dealing with the 
exchange of people and the develop
ment of collective security systems and 
programs for preserving peace. 

It seems to me, however, that there 
comes a time when Senators who respect 
their oaths of office and who wish to 
measure up to their responsibilities 
should not be asked to buy a cat in a 
bag in connection with an important is
sue of this kind. 

Senator CoTTON's argument is four 
square with the argument I made in 
connection with the offer of my amend
ment, when I suggested that we reduce 
to one-third our contribution, because 
such a contribution would be in con
formity with our established practice. 
I am happy to note that well over one
third of Senators voting voted in sup
port of my position on that amendment. 

I hope that the Senate will vote for 
the Hickenlooper amendment. The 
amendment would provide the aid for 
the United Nations that it needs. But 
we would be doing so as a responsible 
legislative body spelling out the terms. 
We would know for how long the loan 
would run. We would know how much 
it would be. We would know the rate 
of interest. We would remove from 
Communist countries the propaganda 
temptations to say that instead of help
ing the United Nations, we are building 
up some kind of blackmail opportunity 
by our Federal Treasury and the White 
House to coerce other countries to come 
our way and to dicker for a better prop
osition. We cannot buy friends in the 
United Nations that we are unable to 
win on the merit of our leadership. It 
seems to me that unless we are merely 
willing to vacate the traditional high 
position that the Senate has in inter
national affairs, we had better accept 
the Hickenlooper substitute instead of 
simply delegating everything, without 
definition, without specification, to 
another branch of the Government. I 
hope the Hickenlooper amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 12 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I shall try not to use the 12 minutes. I · 
rise to say that I intended originally to 
support the Aiken-Hickenlooper amend
ment to the bill. When the compromise 
offered by the Senator from Montana 
and the Senator from Illinois was put 
forward, and we received a letter from 
the President supporting it and setting 
forth the course of action he intended 
to pursue with relation to that substi
tute, I determined to vote for it. 

As I believe both the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON] and the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr: HICKENLOOPER] 
have said, we must always remember 
that the question will come before the 
Committee on Appropriations. The Ap
propriations Committee is limited, to a 
certain extent, in its discretion if we 
provide the authority requested at this 
time. But we shall have an opportunity 
to iook the situation over and then in
sert provisos if we think that the Execu
tive is not carrying out the purposes of 
the amendment in the form of a substi
tute on which we shall now vote. 

Several things came to me very 
strongly in connection with my decision. 
We must remember that the United Na
tions is a valuable, if imperfect, force 
for good in the world and it merits our 
continued support. When we talk about 
its role in our foreign policy, it is, of 
course, necessary to place it in its proper 
perspective. In this connection there are 
several underlying thoughts which to me 
are fundamental. 

First, our foreign policy must always 
be determined on the basis of what is 
in the best interests of our country. To 
forward our foreign policy and work out 
our understandings with other countries 
we can, and should, work through the 
U.N. when it is helpful to do so. But . 
we must not permit the United Nations 
to dominate us in what we believe is 
fundamental to the best interests of the . 
United States. That is the spirit on 
which I voted for the original United 
Nations Charter, and that is the spirit 
in which I feel we should work with the 
United Nations today. 

The question before the United Na
tions at the present time is how to fi
nance it. We have found that the United 
States is now not only paying its share 
of the 32.5 percent, but by voluntary 
contributions has raised that amount 
to almost 50 percent of the cost of the 
undertakings in the Congo and Suez 
operations. That situation has come 
about because while 70 nations voted 
for the Congo operation, only 25 coun
tries have paid in full their Congo as
sessment for 1961 and only 12 others 
have paid part of their obligations. That 
means that 62 nations have paid no 
part of their obligations, even though 
70 members voted for the Congo opera
tions. 

The question before us is a funda
mental one: How is the United Nations 
to carry on? Where is the money com
ing from to enable it to maintain its 
missions in the Congo and in the Suez, 
and to continue its regular activities? 
There are honest differences of opinion 
among us as to how that should be done. 
The original request was for a 25-year 
bond issue. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr AIKEN] 
and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
ENLOOPER] provided for a 3-year loan. 
On a business basis I believe a 3-year 
loan would probably be the better pro
posal if we are not certain what will 
happen with relation to our financial 
relations in the United Nations in the 
future. But at the same time we must 
realize that the United Nations will not 
be able to pay up in 3 years, and there
fore a long loan is probably advisable. 

I believe that the Mansfield-Dirksen 
substitute is of value because it would 
leave within the discretion of the Presi
dent the decision as to how much of 
the amount should be a bond issue and 
how much should be a short-term loan 
or any loan that the President might 
see fit to make. 

In his letter the President has stated 
affirmatively that he would try to do 
two things, both of which were con
tained in the amendments I submitted. 
I did not offer them because I believe 
their provisions are contained in the 
President's letter. 

One was to put the United Nations in 
a better financial status, to have an 
officer who would be responsible to see 
that the United Nations lives within its 
financial obligations in order that it may 
know how it stands financially at any 
moment. 

The other amendment that I submit
ted, which I believe would be helpful
and its provisions are also covered in 
the broad language of the President's 
letter-would prevent the money that we 
loan at the present time from being used · 
as a part of a voluntary contribution to 
pay up the assessments of other nations 
which may not live up to their financial 
obligations in future undertakings. 

We should remember that we are 
counting on the fact that the Court of 
International Justice will make a de
cision with respect to whether assess
ments for special operations are, in fact, 
a part of the regular operations of the 
United Nations and therefore manda
tory. We do not know whether · that 
decision will be favorable or not, but we 
hope and believe that it will be. So 
that question is involved . in the whole 
situation. It becomes very important to 
have the proposed loans in such shape 
that, if the decision is against us, we 
can take another look at the problem as 
it arises at that time, which may be 
within 3 years. 

I therefore say that the compromise, 
which is favored by the Executive and 
the leaders in this body, together with 
the supporting letter of the President, 
is the means by which we can be most 
satisfied . that the difficult . problem of 
financing the United Nations can be. 
carried out at this time. The President 
in his letter said: 

It shall be the intention of the executive· 
as well as the legislative branch that the 
proceeds not be used to relieve other U.N. , 
members of their obligations to make good 
on past assessments on which they are in 
arrears. I might add that it is equally clear 
that these proceeds are not to be used to · 
pay the assessments of other members. 

. With respect to my suggestfon that 
the fiscal section of the U.N. be strength
ened by · the designation of a minister of 
finance, he writes of the intent of this 
Governµient to pursue efforts ''to im
prove the administration of fiscal affairs . 
in the Secretariat and constituent 
agencies and bolster the existing fiscal 
office and officers." He also set forth his 
intention to increase the knowledge of 
the Congress about U.N. finances by ask- . 
ing the State Department to prepare a 
semiannual report setting forth all the 
fiscal operations of the U.N., "including 
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but not limited to assessments, arrear
ages, and payments on the principal and 
interest of all U.N. loans." 

In view of these assurances I have de
cided not to press my amendments. 
These are matters perhaps better left to 
the discretion of the President, in view 
of his expressed interest in these goals. 

I am pleased by the President's state
ment that he will seek to follow "legis
lative guidelines" and exert every effort 
"to minimize the outlays of the United 
States, maximize the contributions of 
others and put the essential operations 
of the United Nations on a sound finan
cial basis." 

This is a serious and complicated prob
lem for which there is no easy solution. 
In my judgment, however, the Mans
field-Dirksen substitute, supplemented 
by President Kennedy's letter consti
tutes the best plan advanced. There
fore, I shall support it. 

In closing I would like to emphasize 
my conviction that our relations with 
other nations in the world must be based 
on policies which will protect us and our 
security and advance future opportu
nities for peace in the world as we see 
them, with the futures of our children 
and grandchildren in mind. 

For these purposes we will want the 
U.N. to be an effective organ for dis
cussions, helpful action supported by all 
the nations who are its members. If this 
is to be accomplished, these nations must 
carry out their obligations to the U.N. 
and not expect the United States to carry 
their financial burden. If, in the days to 
come, the U.N. is to be the working 
reality for peace which all hoped it would 
be when it was established, it must have 
more than the professed support of its 
members. It must have their financial 
backing also. 

I join with others of my colleagues who 
believe that this debate has been help
ful not only in providing us with a bet
ter understanding of the U.N. and its ob
ligations, but also in conveying to other 
member nations a clearer picture of our 
feelings toward the U.N. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator _ from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. Bl}SH. Mr. President, I should 
like to address myself briefly to one 
phase of the substitute concerning which 
I have considerable feeling. We already 
understand that commitments have been 
made to buy United Nations bonds of 
25-year maturity, at 2-percent interest, 
in the amount of approximately $62 
million. If we were to fix an interest 
rate, it would be the equivalent of 4 
percent at the present time, under the 
amendment now under discussion. · 

Other nations would then be tempted 
to say-and they would be foolish if they 
did not-"We will lend our money at the 
cost of the money to us at this time." 

What rate is paid for money in Great 
Britain, Mr. President? It is 6 percent. 
What is paid for money in Latin Ameri
can countries? They have already com
mitted themselves to buy some of these 
bonds. They are paying 11, 12, and 15 
percent. 

What would we be doing if we were to 
get away from the 2-percent interest 
rate? We would be running up the cost 

of the bond issue to the United States, 
because we would be paying approxi
mately one-third of the cost of retiring 
these bonds, and approximately one
third of the cost of the interest. If we 
say that we will set a 4-percent interest 
rate, we certainly cannot blame any 
other nations for saying that they will 
fix the interest rate at the rate their 
money costs them. 

I would reject this interest rate for
n.ula simply on the basis that it is bad 
business for the United States. We 
would be much better off with a lower in
terest rate. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
do not like to detain the Senate at this 
late hour. However, earlier today on two 
occasions I referred to a statement in a 
newspaper dated the 31st of March, date
lined Geneva. I read from it, and I shall 
do so again very briefly: 

The United States will submit to the 
Geneva Disarmament Conference a plan call
ing for elimination of national armies with
in 9 years and their replacement by a United 
Nations force, reliable sources said yesterday. 

I recognize that at the time it was at
tributed to "reliable sources." However, 
since that time, I wrote to Secretary Rusk 
and to Mr. Foster, who is the head of 
the Disarmament Agency. Until a few 
minutes ago I had not received a reply 
from either gentleman. However, I do 
have one from Mr. Foster, which I have 
just now received. 

Because I told both the distinguished 
majority leader and the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama, who is handling 
the bill on the floor of the Senate, that 
I would make the contents of any an
swer I received known to the Senate, I 
ask the indulgence of the Senate to read 
this rather short letter. It reads: 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND 
DISARMAMENT AGENCY, 

Washington, D.C.; April 5, 1962. 
Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, 
New Senate Office Building, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR GOLDWATER: This is in reply 
to your letter of today which was brought to 
my attention shortly after noontime. In it 
you ask me certain questions concerning the 
U.S. position at Geneva and ask me to com
ment upon a UPI story which appeared In 
the Arizona Republic. _ 

The U.S. position at Geneva ls based on 
the program for general and complete dls
armamen t in a peaceful world proposed by 
President Kennedy on September 25, 1961. 
I am enclosing a copy of this program. It 
contemplates that disarmament would take 
place in three stages. It also proposes a U.N. 
Peace Force which would be established in 
the second stage and progressively strength
ened in the tllird stage. On March 15, 1961, 
at the Geneva Conference, Secretary Rusk 
stated that, given faithful cooperation, the 
first stage in this program could be com
pleted within 3 years. The United States 
has not, at this time, made any proposal 
with respect to the length of the other two 
stages. 

It is anticipated that at the end of stages 
I and II there would be a transition pe
riod In which countries would determine 
whether to proceed to the next stage. This 
would depend on whether all countries were 
complying wJth their obligations, and wheth
er effective international control had been 
established. Since countries cannot be ex-

pected to disarm unless the international 
political atmosphere warrants it, the United 
States would doubtless also want to see 
whether further evolution had taken place 
toward a peaceful world in which interna
tional disputes were settled without recourse 
to threats of war. 

The executive branch is preparing a draft 
outline of provisions for a disarmament 
treaty. Appropriate committees of Congress 
have already received briefings on the course 
of the Geneva Conference negotiations and 
on the substance of the U.S. program which 
such an outline would follow. Further con
sultation with Congress is planned before 
the draft outline ls offered to the Confer
ence in Geneva. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM C, FOSTER, 

Mr. President, I do not consider this 
an answer, either in the affirmative or in 
the negative. It is the usual bureau
cratic gobbledygook, in which nothing is 
said. Long ago I discovered that in this 
Government whenever one gets an an
swer which is more than one page long, 
someone is trying to beat around the 
bush. 

There are several interesting state
ments in the letter that I should like to 
call to the attention of the Senate this 
evening. At this time we are consider
ing a proposal involving the United Na
tions. I am convinced that the United 
Nations has not always acted in the best 
interest of the United States, and I do 
not have the confidence in the United 
Nations that some of my colleagues have 
in it. I wish that were not so. 

I shall not read the three-stage pro
posal. Instead, I ask unanimous con
sent that a booklet containing it may be 
printed in its entirety at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the booklet 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FREEDOM FROM WAR-THE U.S. PROGRAM FOR 

GENERAL AND COMPLETE DISARMAMENT IN A 
PEACEFUL WORLD 

INTRODUCTION 

The revolutionary development of modern 
weapons within a world divided by serious 
ideological differences has produced a crisis 
in human history. In order to overcome the 
danger of nuclear war now confronting 
mankind, the United States has introduced 
at the 16th General Assembly of the United 
Nations a program for general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world. 

This new program provides for the pro
gressive reduction o! the warmaklng capa
bilities of nations and the simultaneous 
strengthening of international institutions 
to settle disputes and maintain the peace. It 
sets forth a series of .comprehensive measures 
which can and should be taken in order to 
to bring about a world in which there will 
be freedom from war and security for all 
states. It is based on three principles deemed 
essential to the achievement of practical 
progress in the disarmament field: 

First, there must be immediate disarma
ment action: A strenuous and uninterrupt
ed effort must be made toward the goal o! 
general and complete disarmament; at the 
same time, it is important that specific 
measures be put into effect as soon as pos
sible. 

Second, all disarmament obligations must 
be subject to effective International con
trols: The control organization must have 
the manpower, facilities, and effectiveness to 
assure that limitations or reductions take 
place as agreed. It must also be able to 
certify to all states that retained forces 
and armaments do not exceed those per-
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mitted at any stage of the disarmament 
process. 

Third, adequate peacekeeping machinery 
must be established: There is an inseparable 
relationship ·between the scaling down of 
national armaments on the one hand and 
the building up of international peace
keeping machinery and institutions on the 
other. Nations are unlikely to shed their 
means of self-protection in the absence of 
alternative ways to safeguard their legiti
mate interests. This can only be achieved 
through the progressive strengthening of in
ternational institutions under the United 
Nations and- by creating a United Nations 
peace force to enforce the peace as the dis
armament process proceeds. 

(There follows a summary of the principal 
provisions of the U.S. program for general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. The full text of the program is con
tained in an appendix to this pamphlet.) 

SUMMARY 

Disar mament goal and object i ves 
The overall goal of the United States is 

a free, secure, and peaceful world of inde
pendent states adhering to common stand
ards of justice and international conduct 
and subjecting the use of force to the rule 
of law; a world which has achieved general 
and complete disarmament under effective 
international control; and a world in which 
adjustment to change takes place in accord
ance with the principles of the United 
Nations. 

In order to make possible the achievement 
of that goal, the program sets forth the fol
lowing specific objectives toward which na
tions should direct their efforts: 

The dlsbanding of all national armed 
forces and the prohibition of their reestab
lishment in any form whatsoever other than 
those required to preserve internal order 
and for contributions to a United Nations 
peace force; 

The elimination from national arsenals of 
all armaments, including all weapons of 
mass destruction and the means for their 
delivery, other than those required for a 
United Nations peace force and for maintain
ing internal order; 

The institution of effective means for the 
enforcement of international agreements, for 
the settlement of disputes, and for the main
tenance of peace in accordance with the prin
ciples of the United Nations; and 

The establishment and effective operation 
of an International Disarmament Organiza
tion within the framework of the United Na
tions to insure compliance at all times with 
all disarmament obligations. 

Task of negotiating states 
The negotiating states are called upon to 

develop the program into a detailed plan for 
general and complete disarmament and to 
continue their efforts without interruption 
until the whole program has been achieved. 
To this end, they are to seek the widest 
possible area of agreement at the earliest 
possible date. At the same time. and with
out prejudice to progress on the disarma
ment program, they are to seek agreement 
on those immediate measures that would 
contribute to the common security of na
tions and that could facilitate and form part 
of the total program. 

Governing principles 
The program sets forth a series of general 

principles to guide the negotiating states in 
their work. These make clear that: 

As states relinquish their arms, the 
United Nations must be progressively 
strengthened in order to improve its ca
pacity to assure international security and 
the peaceful settlement of d:.sputes; 

Disarmament must proceed as rapidly as 
possible, until it is completed, in stages con
taining balanced, phased, and safeguarded 
measures; 

Each measure and stage should be car
r ied out in an agreed period of time, with 
transition from one stage to the next to 
take place as soon as all measures in the 
preceding stage have been carried out and 
verified and as soon as necessary arrange
ments for verification of the next stage have 
been made; 

Inspection and verification must establish 
both that nations carry out scheduled limi
tations or reductions and that they do not 
retain armed forces and armaments in ex
cess of those permitted at any stage of the 
disarmament process; and 

Disarmament must take place in a man
ner that will not affect adversely the secu
rity of any state. 

Disarmament stages 
The program provides for progressive dis

armament steps to take place in three stages 
and for the simultaneous strengthening of 
international institutions. 

First Stage 
The first stage contains measures which 

would significantly reduce the capabilities 
of nations to wage aggressive war. Imple
mentation of this stage would mean that: 

The nuclear threat would be reduced: 
All states would have adhered to a treaty 

effectively prohibiting the testing of nuclear 
weapons. 

The production of fissionable materials for 
use in weapons would be stopped and quan~ 
tities of such materials from past production 
would be converted to nonweapons uses. 

States owning nuclear weapons would not 
relinquish control of such weapons to any 
nation not owning them and would not 
transmit to any such nation information or 
material necessary for their manufacture. 

States not owning nuclear weapons would 
not manufacture them or attempt to obtain 
control of such weapons belonging to other 
states. 

A commission of experts would be estab
lished to report on the feasibility and means 
for the verified reduction and eventual elimi
nation of nuclear weapons stockpiles. 

Strategic delivery vehicles would be 
reduced: 

Strategic nuclear weapons delivery ve
hicles of specified categories and weapons 
designed to counter such vehicles would 
be reduced to agreed levels by equitable 
and balanced steps; their production would 
be discontinued or limited; their testing 
would be limited or halted. 

Arms and armed forces would be reduced: 
The Armed Forces of the United States 

and the Soviet Union would be limited to 
2.1 million men each (with appropriate levels 
not exceeding that amount for other militar
ily significant states); levels of armaments 
would be correspondingly reduced and their 
production would be limited. 

An Experts Commission would be estab
lished to examine and report on the feasibil
ity and means of accomplishing verifiable 
reduction and eventual elimination of all 
chemical, biological, and radiological weap
ons. 

Peaceful use of outer space would be pro
moted: 

The placing in orbit or stationing in outer 
space of weapons capable of producing mass 
destruction would be prohibited. 

States would give advance notification of 
space vehicle and missile launchings. 

U.N. peacekeeping powers would be 
strengthened: 

Measl.ttes would be taken to develop and 
strengthen United Nations arrangements for 
arbitration, for the development of inter
national law, and for the establishment in 
stage II of a permanent U.N. peace force. 

An International Disarmament Organiza
tion would be established for effective verifi
cation of the disarmament program: 

Its functions would be expanded progres
sively as disarmament proceeds. 

It would certify to all states that agreed 
reductions have taken place and that re
tained forces and armaments do not exceed 
permitted levels. 

It would determine the transition from 
one stage to the next. 

States would be committed to other meas
ures to reduce international tension and to 
protect against the chance of war by acci
dent, miscalculation, or surprise attack. 

States would be committed to refrain from 
the threat or use of any type of armed force 
contrary to the principles of the U.N. Charter 
and to refrain from indirect aggression and 
subversion against any country. 

A U.N. peace observation group would be 
available to investigate any situation which 
might constitute a threat to or breach of the 
peace. . 

States would be committed to give advance 
notice of major military movements which 
might cause alarm; observation posts would 
be established to report on concentrations 
and movements of military forces. 

Second Stage 
The second stage contains a series of meas

ures which would bring within sight a world 
in which there would be freedom from war. 
Implementation of all measures in the sec
ond stage would mean: 

Further substantial reductions in the 
armed forces, armaments, and military 
establishments of states, including strategic 
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
countering weapons; 

Further development of methods for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes under the 
United Nations; 

Establishment of a permanent interna
tional peace force within the United Nations; 

Depending on the findings of an experts 
commission, a halt in the production of 
chemical, bacteriological, and radiological 
weapons and a reduction of existing stocks 
or their conversion to peaceful uses; 

On the basis of the findings of an experts 
commission, a reduction of stocks of nuclear 
weapons. 

The dismantling or the conversion to 
peaceful uses of certain military bases and 
facilities wherever located; and 

The strengthening and enlargement of the 
International Disarmament Organization to 
enable it to verify the steps t-aken in stage 
II and to determine the transition to stage 
III. 

Third Stage 
During the third stage of the program, the 

states of the world, building on the expe
rience and confidence gained in successfully 
implementing the measures of the first two 
stages, would take final steps toward the 
goal of a world in which: 

States would retain only those forces, non
nuclear armaments, and establishments re
quired for the purpose of maintaining 
internal order; they would also support and 
provide agreed manpower for a U.N. peace 
force. 

The U.N. peace force, equipped with agreed 
types and quantities of armaments, would 
be fully functioning. 

The manufacture of armaments would be 
prohibited except for those of agreed types 
and quantities to be used by the U.N. peace 
force and those required to maintain internal 
order. All other armaments would be de
stroyed or converted to peaceful purposes. 

The peacekeeping capabilities of the 
United Nations would be sufficiently strong 
and the obligations of all states under such 
arrangements sufficiently far reaching as to 
assure peace and the just settlement of dif
ferences in a disarmed world. 

APPENDIX 

The nations of the world-
Conscious of the crisis in human history 

produced by the revolutionary development 
of modern weapons within a world divided 
by serious ideological differences; 
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Determined to save present and succeeding 

generations from the scourge of war and 
the dangers and burdens of the arms race 
and to create conditions in which all peo
ples can strive freely and peacefully to fulfill 
their basic aspirations; 

Declare their goal to be: A free, secure, 
and peaceful world of independent states 
adhering to common standards of justice and 
international conduct and subjecting the use 
of force to the rule of law; a world where 
adjustment to change takes place in ac
cordance with the principles of the United 
Nations; a world where there shall be a 
permanent state of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international 
control and where the resources of nations 
shall be devoted to man's material, cultural, 
and spiritual advance; 

Set forth as the objectives of a program 
of general and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world: 

(a) The disbanding of all national armed 
forces and the prohibition of their reestab
lishment in any form whatsoever other than 
those required to preserve internal order and 
for contributions to a United Nations peace 
force; 

(b) The elimination from national 
arsenals of all armaments, including all 
weapons of mass destruction and the means 
for their delivery, other than those required 
for a United Nations Peace Force and for 
maintaining internal order; 

(c) The establishment and effective op
eration of an International Disarmament 
Organization within the framework of the 
United Nations to ensure compliance at all 
times with all disarmament obligations; and 

(d) The institution of effective means for 
the enforcement of international agree
ments, for the settlement of disputes, and 
for the maintenance of peace in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations. 

Call on the negotiating states: 
( a> To develop the outline program set 

forth below into an agreed plan for general 
and complete disarmament and to continue 
their efforts without interruption until the 
whole program has been achieved; 

(b) To this end to seek to attain the 
widest possible area of agreement at the 
earliest possible date; and 

(c) Also to seek-without prejudice to 
progress on the disarmament program
agreement on those immediate measures 
that would contribute to the common se
curity of nations and that could facilitate 
and form a part of that program. 

Affirm that disarmament negotiations 
should be guided by the following princi
ples: 

(a) Disarmament shall take place as rapid
ly as possible until it is completed in stages 
containing balanced, phased and safeguarded 
measures, with each measure and stage to 
be carried out in an agreed period of time. 

(b) Compliance with all disarmament ob
ligations shall be effectively verified from 
their entry into force. Verification arrange
ments shall be instituted progressively and 
in such a manner as to verify not only that 
agreed limitations or reductions take place 
but also that retained armed forces and 
armaments do not exceed agreed levels at 
any stage. 

(c) Disarmament shall take place in a 
manner that will not affect adversely the se
curity of any state, whether or not a party 
to an international agreement or treaty. 

(d) As states relinquish their arms, the 
United Nations shall be progressively 
strengthened in order to improve its capacity 
to assure international security and the 
peaceful settlement of differences as well as 
to facilitate the development of internation
al cooperation in common tasks for the bene
fit of mankind. 

(e) Transition from one stage of disarma
ment to the next shall take place as soon as 
all the measures in the preceding stage have 

been carried out and effective verification is 
continuing and as soon as the arrangements 
that have been agreed to be necessary for the 
next stage have been instituted. 

Agree upon the following outline program 
for achieving general and complete disarma
ment: 

Stage I 
A. To establish an International Disarma

ment Organization: 
(a) An International Disarmament Or

ganization (IDO) shall be established with
in the framework of the United Nations upon 
entry into force of the agreement. Its func
tions shall be expanded progressively as re
quired for the effective verification of the 
disarmament program. 

(b) The IDO shall have: (1) a general 
conference of all the parties; (2) a commis
sion consisting of representatives of all the 
major powers as permanent members and 
certain other states on a rotating basis; and 
(3) an administrator who will administer 
the organization subject to the direction of 
the commission and who will have the au
thority, staff, and finances adequate to as
sure effective impartial implementation of 
the functions of the organization. 

( c) The IDO shall: ( 1) insure compliance 
with the obligations undertaken by verify
ing the execution of measures agreed upon; 
( 2) assist the states in developing the de
tails of agreed further verification and dis
armament measures; (3) provide for the 
establishment of such bodies as may be 
necessary for working out the details of fur
ther measures provided for in the program 
and for such other expert study groups as 
m ay be required to give continuous study 
to the problems of disarmament; (4) receive 
reports on the progress of disarmament and 
verification arrangements and determine the 
transition from one stage to the next. 

B. To reduce armed forces and arma
ments: 

(a) Force levels sha-11 be limited to 2.1 
million each for the United States and 
u .S.S.R. and to appropriate levels not ex
ceeding 2.1 million each for all other mili
tarily significant states. Reductions to the 
agreed levels will proceed by equitable, pro
portionate, and verified steps. 

(b) Levels of armaments of prescribed 
types shall be reduced by equitable and 
balanced steps. The reductions shall be 
accomplished by transfers of armaments to 
depots supervised by the IDO. When, at 
specified periods during the Stage I reduction 
process, the states party to the agreement 
have agreed that the armaments and armed 
forces are at prescribed levels, the armaments 
in depots shall be destroyed or converted to 
peaceful uses. 

(c) The production of agreed types of 
armaments shall be limited. 

( d) A chemical, biological, radiological 
( CBR) experts commission shall be estab
lished within the mo for the purpose of ex
amining and reporting on the feasibility and 
means for accomplishing the verifiable re
duction and eventual elimination of CBR 
weapons stockpiles and the halting of their 
production. 

C. To contain and reduce the nuclear 
threat: 

(a) States that have not acceded to a 
treaty effectively prohibiting the testing of 
nuclear weapons shall do so. 

(b) The production of fissionable ma
terials for use in weapons shall be stopped. 

(c) Upon the cessation of production of 
fissionable materials for use in weapons, 
agreed initial quantities of fissionable ma
terials from past production shall be trans
ferred to nonweapons purposes. 

(d) Any fissionable materials transferred 
between countries for peaceful uses of nu
clear energy shall be subject to appropriate 
safeguards to be developed in agreement 
with the IAEA. 

( e) States owning nuclear weapons shall 
not relinquish control of such weapons to 
any nation not owning them and shall not 
transmit to any such nation information or 
material necessary for their manufacture. 
States not owning nuclear weapons shall not 
manufacture such weapons, attempt to ob
tain control of such weapons belonging to 
other states, or seek or receive information 
or materials necessary for their manufacture. 

(f) A nuclear experts commission consist
ing of representatives of the nuclear states 
shall be established within the mo for the 
purpose of examining and reporting on the 
feasibility and means for accomplishing the 
verified reduction and eventual elimination 
of nuclear weapons stockpiles. 

D. To reduce strategic nuclear weapons 
delivery vehicles: 

(a) Strategic nuclear weapons delivery 
vehicles in specified categories and agreed 
types of weapons designed to counter such 
vehicles shall be reduced to agreed levels 
by equitable and balanced steps. The re
duction shall be accomplished in each step 
by transfers to depots supervised by the mo 
of vehicles that are in excess of levels agreed 
upon for each step. At specified periods 
during the stage I reduction process, the 
vehicles that have been placed under super
vision of the IDO shall be destroyed or 
converted to peaceful uses. 

(b) Production of agreed categories of 
strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles 
and agreed types of weapons designed to 
counter such vehicles shall be discontinued 
or limited. 

( c) Testing of agreed categories of stra
tegic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be limited or halted. 

E. To promote the peaceful use of outer 
space: 

(a) The placing into orbit or stationing 
in outer space of weapons capable of pro
ducing mass destruction shall be prohibited. 

(b) States shall give advance notification 
to participating states and to the IDO of 
launchings of space vehicles and missiles, 
together with the track of the vehicle. 

F. To reduce the risks of war by accident, 
miscalculation, and surprise attack: 

(a) States shall give advance notification 
to the participating states and to the IDO 
of major military movements and maneu
vers, on a scale as may be agreed, which 
might give rise to misinterpretation or cause 
alarm and induce countermeasures. The 
notification shall include the geographic 
areas to be used and the nature, scale and 
time span of the event. 

(b) There shall be established observation 
posts at such locations as major ports, rail
way centers, motor highways, and air bases 
to report on concentrations and movements 
of military forces. 

( c) There shall also be established such 
additional inspection arrangements to reduce 
the danger of surprise attack as may be 
agreed. 

(d) An international commission shall be 
established immediately within the IDO to 
examine and make recommendations on the 
possibility of further measures to reduce the 
risks of nuclear war by accident, miscalcula
tion, or failure of communication. 

G. To keep the peace: 
(a) States shall reaffirm their obligations 

under the U .N. Charter to refrain from the 
threat or use of any type of armed force
including nuclear, conventional, or CBR
contrary to the principles of the U .N . Charter. 

(b) States shall agree to refrain from in
direct aggression and subversion against any 
country. 

(c) States shall use all appropriate proc
esses for the peaceful settlement of disputes 
and shall seek within the United Nations 
further ar rangements for the peaceful settle
ment of international disputes and for the 
codificat ion and progressive development of 
internat ional law. 
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(d) States shall develop arrangements in 

stage I for the establishment in stage II of 
a U.N. peace force. 

(e) A U.N. peace observation group shall 
be staffed with a standing cadre of observers 
who could be dispatched to investigate any 
situation which might constitute a threat 
to or breach of the peace. 

Stage II 
A. International Disarmament Organiza

tion: 
The powers and responsibilities of the IDO 

shall be progressively enlarged in order to 
give it the capabilities to verify the measures 
undertaken in stage II. 

B. To further reduce armed forces and 
armaments: 

(a) Levels of forces for the United States, 
U.S.S.R., and other militarily significant 
states shall be further reduced by substantial 
amounts to agreed levels in equitable and 
balanced steps. 

(b) Levels of armaments of prescribed 
types shall be further reduced by equitable 
and balanced steps. The reduction shall be 
accomplished by transfers of armaments to 
depots supervised by the IDO. When, at 
specified periods during the stage II reduc
tion process, the parties have agreed that 
the armaments and armed forces are at pre
scribed levels, the armaments in depots shall 
be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. 

( c) There shall be further agreed restric
tions on the production of armaments. 

(d) Agreed military bases and · facilities 
wherever they are located shall be dis
mantled or converted to peaceful uses. 

( e) Depending upon the findings of the 
Experts Commission on CBR weapons, the 
production of CBR weapons shall be halted, 
existing stocks progressively reduced, and 
the resulting excess quantities destroyed or 
converted to peaceful uses. · 

C. To further reduce the nuclear threat: 
Stocks of nuclear weapons shall be pro

gressively reduced to the minimum levels 
which can be agreed upon as a result of the 
findings of the nuclear experts commission; 
the resulting excess of fissionable material 
shall be transferred to peaceful purposes. 

D. To further reduce strategic nuclear 
weapons delivery vehicles: 

Further reductions in the stocks of stra
tegic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and 
agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be carried out in accord
ance with the procedure outlined in stage I. 

E. To keep the peace: 
During stage II, states shall develop fur

ther the peace-keeping processes of the 
United Nations, to the end that the United 
Nations can effectively in stage II deter or 
suppress any threat or use of force in viola
tion of the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations: 

(a) States shall agree upon strengthening 
the structure, authority, and operation of 
the United Nations so as to assure that the 
United Nations will be able effectively to 
protect states against threats to or breaches 
of the peace. 

(b) The U.N. peace force shall · be estab
lished and progressively strengthened. 

(c) States shall also agree upon further 
improvements and developments in rules of 
international conduct and in processes for 
peaceful settlement of disputes and differ
ences. 

Stage III 
By the· time stage II has 'been completed, 

the confidence produced through a verified 
disarmament program, the acceptance of 
rules of peaceful international behavi.or, and 
the development of strengthened· interna
tional peace-keeping processes within the 
framework of the U.N. should have reached 
a point where the states of the world can 
move forward to stage III. In stage III pro
gressive controlled disarmament and contin
uously developing principles and procedures 
of internationanaw would proceed to a 'pornt 

where no state would have the military power 
to challenge the progressively strengthened 
U .N. peace. force and all international dis
putes would be settled according to the 
agreed principles of international conduct. 

The progressive steps to be taken during 
the final phase of the disarmament program 
would be directed toward the attainment of 
a world in which: 

(a) States would retain only those forces, 
nonnuclear armaments, and establishments 
required for the purpose of maintaining in
ternal order; they would also support and 
provide agreed manpower for a U.N. peace 
force. 

(b) The U.N. peace force, equipped with 
agreed types and quantities of armaments, 
would be fully functioning. 

(c) The manufacture of armaments 
would be prohibited except for those of 
agreed types and quantities to be used by 
the U.N. peace force and those required to 
maintain internal order. All other arma
ments would be destroyed or converted to 
peaceful purposes. 

( d) The peacekeeping capabilities of the 
United Nations would be sufficiently strong 
and the obligations of all states under such 
arrangements sufficiently far reaching as to 
assure peace and the just settlement of 
differences in a disarmed world. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. There are some 
very interesting parts included in the 
first stage. For example, we would 
reach the point where strategic and nu
clear weapons delivery vehicles would be 
reduced. 

I wonder if we cannot find some of the 
opposition to the B-70 and RS-70 from 
the administration standpoint in this 
aim of strategic delivery vehicles being 
reduced in the first stage. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
read this pamphlet, if they have not 
read it already. It is entitled "Freedom 
From War. The U.S. Program for Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament in a 
Peaceful World." 

I ask Sentaors to read it because I am 
rather fearful that we are already en
gaged in unilateral disarmament with
out our knowing it. I cannot think of a 
better document on ·unilateral disarma
ment than this one, which has been pre
pared by _th~ State Department. 

Disarmament is a goal that all of us 
want to reach. It will probably·come at 
some time. However, in my estimation," 
for the United States to pursue unilateral 
disarmament at this time would consti
tute a bigger favor to communism than 
a Communist revolution would in this 
country. 

I am not satisfied with Mr. Foster's 
answer, and I have so informed him. I 
have asked him for a plain yes or no 
answer to the question: Was a proposal 
made at Geneva which would indicate 
the elimination of national arms within 
9 years? 

I hope I get it; and if I get it, I will 
certainly. place it in the RECORD. What 
confuses me is the last sentence, which 
states: 

Further consultation with Congress is 
· planned before the draft outline is offered 

to the Conference in Geneva. 

This indicates . that statements have 
been made in Geneva to the effect that 

· we have such a ·program and intend to 
follow it. 

Again I apologize to the Senate for 
having · taken so long to discuss tliis 

question; but I was keeping my promise 
to both the majority leader and the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
both of whom agreed this morning, in 
the Chamber, that this was the first in
formation they had on the subject. Also, 
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT] stated that it was his 
first information. All of them agreed 
that it would be an unthinkable proce
dure. Yet there seems to be in the ar
chives of the State Department--in fact, 
it has not even reached the archives yet, 
because no one seems to have obtained 
it--a rather complete outline for accom
plishing exactly what the statement by 
the UPI says was suggested by our 
officials. , 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, at the 
time I offered the amendment which 
has been cailed up by the Senator from 
Iowa in his own name, it was a good 
amendment. I believe it has served a 

. good purpose. The bill which was be
fore the Senate was a rigid bill. It vir-

. tually directed the President to purchase 
$100 million worth of U.N. bonds at a 2 
percent interest rate. That was not at 
all satisfactory to me, and I do not be
lieve it was satisfactory to many other 
Members of the Senate. 

However, as time went on, it appeared 
that if we continued to press this amend
ment, we would suffer .def eat and the 
result would be rigid legislation which 
would only authorize or virtually direct 
the purchase of United Nations bonds. 
Therefore, when the White House indi-

. cated its willingness to modify its posi
tion and accept a modification of the 
language of the bill, I welcomed the op
portunity to agree upon a substitute or 
compromise with its representatives. 

The substitute is not written as I 
should like to have it; but it is the best 
we can do. That is why I have commit
ted myself to support the substitute com
promise offered by the Senator from Il
linois and the Senator from Montana. 
For the same reason, I cannot vote for 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Iowa, which I originally submitted. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from California. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, it costs 
not merely money, but also life, to wage 
war. The people of the United States 
are prepared to pay the cost of endeavor
ing to wage the peace. In the opinion 
of the overwhelming majority of the peo
ple of the country and of the Members 

. of the Senate, the United Nations, with 
all its faults, has accomplished good for 
the cause of a just peace in the world. 

I agree with the statement of the Sen
ator from Vermont. A useful purpose 
has been served by the amendment 
which he and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER] originally sponsored 
a-s a substitute for the recommendations 
of the President. 

I also pay my respects to the great 
Republican leader-of the Senate, EVERETT 
DIRKSEN, and his counterpart on the 
other side of the aisle, the Democratic 

. leader, MIKE MANSFIELD, for joining in 
offering an amendment in the nature 
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of a substitute which will unquestionably 
be adopted overwhelmingly by the Sen
ate tonight. 

I wish to make the point that Sena
tors who vote for the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Iowa will, with their 
affirmative votes, approve a loan of $100 
million to the United Nations. Those 
who on the passage of the bill support 
the position taken by the Republican 
leader and the Democratic leader will 
likewise approve the recommendation to 
lend the United Nations up to $100 
million. 

The difference is that the amendment 
now before the Senate would require the 
money to be paid in 3 years; whereas 
under the language of the substitute 
measure the Congress would authorize 
for the President of the United States 
a flexibility and a leeway to represent 
the U.S. Government in making the loan, 
provided, however, that in no instance 
t,hall more than $25 million be lent un
less other countries match our purchase 
dollar for dollar. 

I shall not, with my vote, tell the 
United Nations that in 3 years the United 
States wants its $100 million back. I 
shall vote for the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which has been 
so excellently prepared by the leaders 
on both sides of the aisle; the proposal 

, which would authorize the President of 
the United States, in time of United Na
tions fiscal travail, to come to the as
sistance of the United Nations and to 
demonstrate that, along with the small 
countries which have already purchased 
the United Nations bonds, the United 
States will play its honorable part. 

Those are the reasons which prompt 
me to oppose the amendment which is 
now before the Senate and to look for
ward to voting, with the great majority 
of the Members of the Senate, for the 
Dirksen-Mansfield substitute. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

I do not wish to delay the Senate; 
but I wish to join with the Senator from 
California in his remarks about that 
aspect of the proposal. I associate my
self with the remarks about the part _ 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, the minority leader, the distin
guished Senator from Montana, the ma
jority leader, and the distinguished Sen
ator from Vermont have played in 
reaching a bipartisan agreement on this 
very difficult problem. I wish to add 
one further element to the statement 
made by the Senator from California, 
which makes the point very concisely. 

The one further element is that the 
program which is presented in the so
called compromise retains the plan to 
create a situation in which those who 
have heretofore refused to pay their 
part of the special assessment will have 
pressure brought upon them to pay. 
This, I think, will be very persuasive 
upon them. 

There are those who say we should not 
do this; that those nations will get out 
of the United Nations. I do not believe 
they will do so at all. I do not think 
they wish to do it, any more than we 
wish to get out of the United Nations. 
They merely disapprove of this particu-

lar activity and refuse to pay the spe
cial assessment. 

The compromise retains the very ele
ment of enabling the United Nations to 
bring pressure to bear. This would 
bring our part back to one-third in the 
regular budget. So in addition to what 
the Senator from California has said, 
this is a very important element. 

I hope the Senate will reject the 
amendment. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I do not desire to delay the Sen
ate longer. I think every Senator un
derstands the issue. So far as I am 
concerned, there is no disputing the ques
tion that the United Nations probably 
needs $100 million. But to me, the ques
tion is as to the way the program will be 
administered and the question of safe
guarding the obligation, so that it will 
not be used as a means of using the 
United States, from year to year, as 
would be done- with the 25-year bond is
sue, to bail out the United Nations when 
various countries fail to meet their obli
gations. This amendment provides a 
better approach than does the substi
tute. That is the issue. We have dis
cussed it. 

So far as I am concerned, I am willing 
to yield back the remainder of my time; 
although I assume the Senator from 
Alabama may have a statement to make. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr .. President, I was 
highly impressed with the brilliant pres
entation made by my old friend of the 
80th Congress, the distinguished senior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
COTTON]. No one has presented his side 
of the debate more clearly than he. 

However, the irrefutable logic of the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] pro
vided a complete answer. Similarly, the 
able minority whip, the distinguished 
Senator from California [Mr. KUCHEL], 
made another clear, lucid presentation. 
If I had heard none other than those 
three speeches, the whole atmosphere 
would be clarified for me. 

This is one of the finest hours of the 
U.S. Senate. Senators of both parties, 
on both sides of the aisle, are now about 
to come together in an historic agree
ment for the good of our Nation and 
the good of the United Nations. 

I intend to vote against the Hicken
looper amendment. I commend the 
able Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
for the constructive work he has done 
in the past few weeks. I am confident 
that I express the views of Senators on 
both sides of the aisle who have been 
studying this problem carefully, and also 
the views of our majority leader and the 
views of our minority leader, who have 
arrived at this solution. The Mans
field-Dirksen amendment should receive 
overwhelmingly approval. 

I believe the solution is a good one 
for the United States. I believe it is a 
good one for the United Nations; and I 
know it is important that we provide 
this financial flexibility to the President 

of the United States as · he seeks to en
courage other members of the United 
Nations to fully meet their duties and 
obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations. I also take this op
portunity to express my sincere appre
ciation for the patient, dedicated, in
telligent leadership of the majority 
leader, MIKE MANSFIELD. The floor 
management of this important bill was 
superb. As always the able and distin
guished Senator from Alabama, JOHN 
SPARKMAN, directed, with great skill, 
patience and logic, this important bill 
to what I believe to be a most successful 
conclusion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PELL in the chair) . The time yielded 
to the Senator from Colorado has ex
pired. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
debate has been conducted on a very 
high plane. I believe it should be stated 
for the RECORD that the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]' 
the author of the pending amendment, 
did not agree to the compromise when 
it was called to his attention. Neither 
did he disagree; he kept an open mind. 

However, I point out to my colleagues 
that insofar as the leadership on both 
sides is concerned, when Members are 
elected to those offices, Senators place 
a certain amount of trust, confidence, 
and faith in them. 

There was nothing devious, under
handed, or under the table in the nego
tiations in seeking to bring about an 
honorable compromise; and there is 
nothing devious or underhanded in con
nection with the Hickenlooper amend
ment, either on the part of those who 
oppose it or on the part of those who 
favor it. The difference of opinion is an 
entirely honest one. 

I express the hope that the com
promise which has been arrived at with 
the knowledge and the consent of the 
distinguished minority leader [Mr. 
DIRKSENJ-and he is a distinguished 
leader-will be accepted tonight by the 
Senate, and that in the meantime the 
amendment now pending will be de
feated. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
am ready to yield back the remainder 
of the time under my control. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am ready to 
do likewise. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Alabama yield time 
to me? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished minority 
leader such time as he may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, thus 
far I have taken no part in the debate 
on the question that is occupying the 
attention of the Senate. 

I have been reflecting a little on its 
historical aspects, as well as on the 
issue immediately before us. 
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I hold in my hand the yea-and-nay 

vote taken in the Senate at the time 
when the United Nations Charter was 
confirmed by the Senate on July 28, 
1945. It is a rather impressive vote. 
Eighty-nine Members of the Senate 
voted in favor of ratification of that 
charter in its treaty form. Two Sena
tors voted in opposition to ratification. 
Five Senators did not vote. I presume 
that when the United Nations Charter 
was ratified and when the imprimatur 
of the Senate was placed upon it, with 
it went the high hopes of the Members 
of the Senate and the high hopes of all 
the other people of the country. 

Mr. President, that was nearly 17 
years ago. Since then the United Na
tions has had some rather rocky ups 
and downs and has pursued a tortuous 
course. As I look back, I admit that I 
did my full share of rock throwing when 
things of which I did not approve hap
pened. That is in the nature of things. 
But as I grow older, I develop more toler
ance; and I believe that a confraternity 
of nations, starting from scratch, is not 
unlike an infant that has to toddle its 
way until its legs become strong and it 
can fight its way in the world. 

So there have been 17 years of history 
with respect to the United Nations. 

I can wax as eloquent as any other 
Senator in . taking exception to the 
things that have happened in the Congo; 
and I can take exception to the attitude 
of India--a little sanctimonious, per
haps--when, without consultation, she 
moved int_o a Portuguese territory, the 
proprietorship of which had not been 
contested for 4½ centuries; and to this 
good hour the United Nations, through 
its officialdom, has seemingly not pro
tested; or, Mr. President, if they have 
protested, it has been done in a weak 
and an enervated voice. So I could add 
my share of criticism. 

But, with the world constituted as it 
is today, with all the fever and flames of 
controversy upon every firmament at 
this good hour, I doubt whether the 
United Nations could passibly be consti
tuted again at this time, and perhaps it 
could not be done in another 50 years. 
I do not want to see that effort, which 
began 17 years ago, falter. 

There are people at home who do not 
like my attitude, believe me. 

Mr. WILEY. The Senator from Illi
nois is not the only one in that situation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But I have a definite 
feeling about the United Nations. 

When Lincoln delivered his second in
augural address from the portico on the 
east front of the Capitol, he said that 
some would make war in order to see 
the Nation survive, and others would ac
cept war rather than see it perish. 

Today, we are in the same moral situ
ation. There are those who would like 
to see the United Nations perish. There 
are those who wish to see it survive. I 
am one of the latter group. 

So I have lent my best talents and 
what feeble endowment and patience I 
have to this effort, along with the · very 
distinguished majority leader, the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], in 
the hope that we could send forth to all 
the world a message and an assurance 

that at long last the Senate of the United 
States had acted justly, in order to 
effect a rescue operation-if that is what 
it is to be-and at tri.'e same time utter 
some kind of warning to those with 
whom we are associated in this con
fraternity that we are not quite satisfied 
with what they have done in the fiscal 
field. 

We forget that the Charter of the 
United Nations is not now before us. 
Here on the floor of the Senate, we can
not amend the Charter of the United 
Nations. I have grave doubts that we 
shall ever amend the charter. If one 
has any doubt about that, let him look 
at the amendatory provision of the char
ter, which calls for two-thirds in order 
to initiate and another two-thirds in 
order to approve, and consider the com
plex of the 104 nations under the charter. 
It seems clear that there would never be 
approval. 

So we had better walk on eggs a little 
before this institution founders. A rocky 
road is ahead; we shall find ourselves on 
it a little later. The Secretary General 
of the United Nations is only acting until 
1963. At that time that problem must be 
dealt with. Will the Soviet Union then 
renew its troika proposal? I do not 
know. But certainly that problem must 
be resolved. 

The funds now proposed to be made 
available will help for a period of 15 
months, and then there will be another 
problem. 

I am glad that Adlai Stevenson said, 
when he spoke this year before the Gen
eral Assembly, "Let us go home and do 
a little praying about it and let us search 
our souls." 

Mr. President, perhaps we had better 
search our souls before we get through. 

I will not charge my conscience with 
any act or deed which would contribute 
to the foundering of the United Nations, 
because I do not know how I would then 
be able to expiate that sin of commission 
to my grandchildren. 

Mr. President, I have not been :flat
tered by some of the speeches which have 
been made on this floor during the past 
few days. It was said in a formal speech 
that this substitute was a specious propo
sition. That statement is an affront to 
me. I know what the word "specious" 
means, and I do not take such a state
ment lying down. 

Incidentally, that was said from my 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. President, what is specious about 
this proposal? Is the timing specious? 
I recast the substitute, and we had it 
out with those from the other end of the 
avenue. I said I did not want a roam
ing authorization which would go on for
ever and forever; I wish to see it nailed 
down. 

What did the President say in his 
letter? He said: 

The funds made available under this meas
ure will be promptly used, as necessary: 

We asked him to put the words "as neces
sary" in that letter. I leave it to the 
Senator from Alabama. He said further, 
"in this or the next calendar year," and 
the President has put a shortened limit 
on it over and above what I was willing 
to agree to. 

The President's word in a written let
ter is his bond, and I am willing to ac
cept it as such. 

It is said that no time factor is in
volved. It is nailed down better than 
anything that came out of the com
mittee. 

Is it the $100 million that is involved? 
More is spent for lipstick in 1 year in the 
United States than that amount. Yet 
here is an agency dedicated to the busi
ness of finding and isolating the causes 
for war, in the hope that peace may be 
preserved. 

I speak as a soldier who once served on 
the Western Front, under fire, in World 
War I. I know what a scourge war is. 
I do not want to see it come to my 
grandchildren. 

Is it time that causes concern? The 
time has been specified more than once 
in the President's assurance. 

Is it the money? I believe the Senate 
voted for development aid, in August of 
last year, an amount of $7,200 million. 
By a majority of 66 votes, we approved 
that measure. We are going to provide 
$7,200 million to the individual nations 
who are in this great confraternity that 
we call the United Nations, and here we 
are asking for $100 million to keep it 
afloat. So it cannot be a question of 
money. 

Is it the terms, as my distinguished 
friend from South Dakota pointed out? 
I try to remember what we do. I want 
to treat the President of the United 
States as fairly as the Senate treated my 
President when he was in office, when 
in 1955 he asked for the Formosa resolu
tion. I remember the diligence of the dis
tinguished Senator from Oregon as he 
discussed this question. 

What did we put in that measure? 
We said in the resolution, "the President 
of the United States be, and he is hereby 
authorized, to employ the Armed Forces 
of the United States as he deems neces
sary." Did we put manacles on him? 
Of course, we mentioned the Pescadores 
and Formosa and related areas, but what 
else did we say? We said the resolu
tion shall expire when the President shall 
determine. We did not say in 90 days or 
6 months. We had some faith in Dwight 
Eisenhower; and I have not forfeited my 
faith in John Fitzgerald Kennedy. I am 
willing always to trust the President, be
cause I think he has a sense of re
sponsibility. 

We hear talk about the terms. There 
is an acknowledgment in the letter to 
the effect that repayment of both prin
cipal and interest in annual installments 
shall be taken into account. It says 
nothing as to interest, or how much. In 
the Mutual Assistance Act of 1961 the 
language that the Senate approved was 
that the President is authorized to make 
loans payable as to principal and interest 
in U.S. dollars on such terms and 
conditions as he may determine. No 
interest rate is provided. There is no 
requirement as to payment. There is 
no indication of the maturity of the loans 
to be made. We gave the President the 
power and said, "Here is $7,200 million to 
be loaned over a period of 5 years." 

We got more than that in connection 
with this proposal, I think, and so I do 
not quarrel. 
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· It is said that there must not be a 
precedent. Does any Senator wish to 
confess on the Senate floor that he does 
not control his own vote and his own 
independent judgment, no matter what 
comes along, when he talks about prece
dents? I am not throwing any prece
dent out the window. I suppose I have 
flaunted many out of a high-storied win
dow when they did not suit my purpose. 
I felt I was voting and operating as an 
independent Member of the Senate, try
ing to serve my constituency and my 
country; and I think I am trying to do 
so now. 

I do not expect too much. The United 
Nations will have a tortuous road. Sen
ators should not deceive themselves on 
that score. There are many problems 
ahead of us. Who knows what may 
come out of this effort. 

When Dean Acheson managed to get 
the uniting-! or-peace resolution some 
years ago, it became the springboard 
and helped the General Assembly, by a 
two-thirds vote, to overcome and over
ride the Security Council veto. The 
United Nations took an entirely different 
form, and we must live with it. But I 
do not want to see the organization 
foundering. I want to see us make a 
little effort. Consider the complexion 
of the General Assembly. There are 104 
votes in the General Assembly. 

Perhaps it was facetious-I do not 
know-but allusion was made, in the 
course of debate, to the Supreme Court 
decision that resulted from a complaint 
from Tennessee with respect to appor
tionment in the legislature. That argu
ment was followed up by the argument, 
"Suppose we apportioned the United 
Nations in that way; we would have 
many more votes." Today it is one voice, 
one vote. The smallest nation has a 
vote. We have a vote. But we have a 
permanent place on the Security Council. 
Have those who said that thought about 
it? Suppose some time Russia should 
assert that right also? If the votes 
were based on population, consider the 
population of other countries. What do 
we suppose would happen if, God forbid, 
China came into the organization? We 
would really be down. We must think 
"down the road" a little. Those are 
some of the problems which will confront 
the United Nations. 

I want to see the United Nations sur
vive. I want it to be an effective in
strumentality and do all the things 
recited in the preamble of the charter. 
There are no nobler objectives to which 
a nation could direct itself. 

When we consider a great fraternity 
of nations which increased from about 
50 in 1945 to 104 in 1962, with all the 
specialized agencies and commissions, 
all the work that is being done, and the 
new functions being performed, perhaps 
it is not strange or so terrible, after all, 
that the U.N. stumbles a little. Our job 
is to extend a helping hand, and that is 
to be done through the President of the 
United States. 

It has been said, "Buy bonds." I 
point out that the word "loan" or "lend" 
appears in the substitute. It does not 
say anything about bonds. We do not 
have to buy them if there is another way. 
But we give the conductor of our foreign 

policy the :flexibility that is so indis
pensable when we are dealing with such 
an unpredictable problem. So if it does 
not work in this direction, it will work 
in another. The President has assured 
us in his letter what he will do, and that 
assurance satisfies me. I point out that 
I "cooked up" an amendment at 2 o'clock 
in the morning as I was puzzling over 
this problem. I got up and sat down at 
the typewriter in my apartment. What 
did I want? 

I thought we ought to have a better 
report on the fiscal affairs of the United 
Nations. I thought it should be consid
ered. I favored a quarterly report. So 
I wrote that down. 

This is what the President said: 
In addition, as a supplement to the pres

ent annual report to the Congress on United 
Nations affairs, I shall ask the Department 
of State to make a semiannual report setting 
forth all the fiscal operations of .the United 
Nations, including but not limited to as
sessments, arrearages, and payments on the 
principal and interest of all U .N. loans, to
gether with such other information as will 
indicate, among other things, the status 
and prospects of United Nations financing. 

What more could one ask? What 
more could he say? I was quite satis
fied. 

I do not know who is the fiscal officer, 
but I had hoped there would be some 
improvement, remembering some of the 
days when I was on the Appropriations 
Committee and Cabot Lodge was our 
representative. I was not always too 
happy when Cabot Lodge came before 
us to justify the United Nations budgets. 
We asked him many questions. There 
was a good deal of scolding and fussing 
in that committee. I thought "Is the 
United Nations in this difficulty because 
it has no good fiscal officers?" 

I made a suggestion. This is what is 
in the President's letter: 

Steps to be taken in pursuance of this 
goal would include efforts to improve the 
administration of fiscal affairs in the Sec
retariat and constituent agencies. 

What more could I ask? There it is. 
I shall not detain Senators longer. 

With me, Mr. President, this is not 
merely a financial question. This is a 
moral question. We must stand up and 
be counted in our own generation. It 
does not make any difference what the 
mail from back home says to us. We 
are expected to be students and to pur
sue the study of this subject with all 
the documents and books and records at 
our command. The average citizen 
cannot do it. He picks something off 
the front page, or the views of some col
umnists, but that does not tell the whole 
story. It is up to us to stand up and be 
counted. 

When Edmund Burke, one of the 
greatest parliamentarians and legisla
tors of all time, was asked about his re-
lations with his people, he said: 

You must pay attention to them and give 
heed to and counsel with them, but at long 
last, when it comes time to best serve your 
constituency, then you must render your in
dependent judgment, based upon your con
viction, for if that fails, you do indeed be
tray your people. 

I shall not do it. I have a couple of 
grandchildren in Tennessee. Senators 

have heard me say this before. I have 
often said to audiences that they carry 
a terrible handicap because, I say, 
"That's where 'Estes the Bestes' lives." 
[Laughter.] 

That statement is born of sheer affec
tion. They are in Tennessee. They are 
growing up. They will be the custodians 
and trustees of this country when they 
grow up. I want them to have a coun
try free, solvent, and secure like the one 
their granddad had. Along with it, I 
want to vouchsafe to them as a legacy 
the last best hope of peace. What 
greater contribution can we make to 
those who will come after us than to en
able them to summon up out of their 
souls all the talent the Lord gave them 
in an atmosphere of peace to achieve 
whatever a free country has to off er. 

So in the interest of peace and in the 
interest of the continuing effort which 
must go on I earnestly hope the amend
ment offered by my distinguished friend 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] will not 
prevail, after the work we have done, 
and I hope that the substitute which 
bears my humble name and the name of 
the distinguished majority leader will 
prevail, and that in good spirit we can 
send this measure to the House of Rep
resentatives for further consideration so 
that the nations of the United Nati~ns 
will no longer be in doubt as to where 
the United States stands in respect to 
its interest in the United Nations and in 
respect to its determination that this 
effort shall not fail if human ingenuity 
and some money can make it succeed. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield? ' 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. I have been a Member 

of the Senate for 11 years. This eve
ning I have heard one of the finest 
speeches ever delivered in the Senate. I 
congratulate the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER] ·as a substitute for 
the Mansfield-Dirksen amendment in 
the nature of a substitute for the bill. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG] is paired with the Sena
tor from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "nay" and the Sen
ator from Nebraska would vote "yea." 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], the Senator from Ore
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], would 
each vote "nay." 
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Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 

Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HRUSKA], are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from Indiana would vote '"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from Ne
braska would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from Louisiana would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 20, 
nays 72, as follows: 

Butler 
Carlson 
Case, S . Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dworshak 
Fong 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fulbright 

[No. 38 Leg.] 
YEAS-20 

Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Morton 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Pearson 
Prouty 

NAYS-72 

Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Gore McGee 
Gruening McNamara 
Hart Metcalf 
Hartke Miller 
Hayden Monroney 
Hickey Morse 
Hill Moss 
Holland Muskie 
Humphrey Pastore 
Jackson Pell 
Javits Proxmire 
Johnston Randolph 
Jordan Robertson 
Keating Saltonstall 
Kefauver Smathers 
Kerr Smith, Mass. 
Kuchel Sparkman 
Lausche Stennis 
Long, Mo. Symington 
Long, Hawaii Thurmond 
Magnuson Wiley 
Mansfield Williams, N.J. 
McCarthy Yarborough 
McClellan Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-8 
Anderson Chavez Neuberger 
Bennett Hruska Russell 
Capehart Long, La. 

So Mr. HICKENLOOPER'S substitute 
amendment for the Mansfield-Dirksen 
substitute amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SPARK.MAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
substitute amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table the 
motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Mansfield-Dirksen amendment in the 
nature of a substitute is open to further 
amendment. If there be no further 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on the Mansfield-Dirksen amendment. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. On what question 
are the yeas and nays called for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the Mansfield-Dirksen 

amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. Is there a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. If the substitute 

amendment is agreed to by voice vote, 
will there be a yea and nay vote on the 
substitute, even though the vote will be 
on the passage of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be an opportunity for a yea and nay 
vote after third reading. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. May I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the passage of the 
bill at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator may request the yeas and nays 
on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the passage 
of the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the Mansfield-Dirksen 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 
the bill I yield to the Senator from Ar
kansas such time as he may desire 
to take. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
there is no disagreement on the prop
osition that the United Nations is in 
serious financial difficulties. Neither is 
there disagreement with the observa
tion that a good many Americans are 
troubled not only with respect to how 
the financial difficulties of the United 
Nations may be met, but about the role 
of the U.N. in the foreign policy of the 
United States. 

Should our discussions of the bond 
proposal develop · into an appraisal of 
the role of the United Nations in U.S. 
foreign policy, I suspect our debate will 
tend to ignore some of our national frus
trations which may tend to color and 
distort our view of the United Nations. 

Hindsight now suggests that most 
Americans were unduly optimistic of the 
role of the United Nations in world 
politics. In the Senate only two nega
tive votes were cast against ratification 
of the United Nations Charter. Today, 
however, a good many Americans are 
inspecting the U.N. with eyes that are 
out of focus or colored by prejudice. 
The United Nations is neither as potent 
as some believe, nor as impotent as 
others believe. 

While some Americans are frustrated 
because the United Nations has not be
come a world government, others are 
frustrated becf..use it shows too many 

attributes of power. To put it another 
way, the U.N. has come farther in 16 
years than some have wanted, and not as 
far as others have desired. 

I suggest that Members of the Senate 
in deciding how to vote on the issues 
posed by the bond proposal and the 
various substitutes that may be offered 
should be clear in their own minds as 
to precisely what the United Nations is 
and what it is not. ' 

We should be clear in the first place 
that the United Nations is not a perfect 
instrument in an imperfect world. It 
is not a device which can be used always 
to implement the foreign policy of the 
United States; but neither is it a device 
to implement the foreign policy of the 
Soviet Union, or any other state. And by 
the same token, the United Nations is 
not an instrum,3nt that can be used to 
force the United States to move in direc
tions which we do not conceive to be in 
our national interest. 

For some reason, Americans who worry 
about the United Nations seem to fall 
into one of two categories; they are 
either so intensely pro-U.N. that they do 
not see its faults, or they are so vigor
ously anti-U.N. that they fail to see its 
virtues. I suggest the truth is some
where between these extremes. The U.N. 
has both virtues and faults. It is our 
job in this debate to determine whether 
this organization, with its virtues and its 
faults, is to be kept in business. More 
specifically, we must decide whether we 
are to help the United Nations meet the 
costs of intervening in two special type
situations-the United Nations action in 
the Middle East, and the United Nations 
action in the Congo. 

If we approve the proposal to assist 
the United Nations, we will continue 
U.N. intervention in those specific situ
ations. Furthermore, by implication, we 
will indicate that it would not be im-, 
proper for the U.N. to intervene in simi
lar situations in the future. If we reject 
this proposal, we will be saying, in effect, 
that U.N. forces should be withdrawn 
forthwith from the Middle East and 
from the Congo and that the United 
States would be willing to live with the 
consequences of those withdrawals. 

I am aware that there are strong dif
ferences of opinion in this country over 
the wisdom of the United Nations action 
in the Congo, and somewhat lesser dif
ferences of opinion over the wisdom of 
the United Nations action in the Middle 
East. I would point out, however, that 
U.N. intervention in the Middle East 
was consummated during the incum
bency of President Eisenhower, with the 
support of the Democratic Congress; 
and that the U.N. action in the Congo 
was inaugurated during the incumbency 
of President Eisenhower, and is strongly 
supported by President Kennedy. 

The fact that both American political 
parties have supported these actions of 
their elected representatives does not 
make those U.N. interventions right. 
However, that fact should at least shift 
the burden of proving them wrong to 
those who would deny that those inter
ventions served the interests of the 
United States. 
, I _ do not propose . at this time to ex

amine in detail the nature of United 
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Nations intervention in either the Mid
dle East or in the Congo. It should be 
noted, however, that both situations in..; 
volved serious danger of irrevocable 
confrontations between the great pow.ers 
and the very real possibility of uncon
trolled escalation into nuclear warfare. 
Had the U.N. not been available to stand 
between the great powers or, to put it 
more bluntly, had the U.N. not proved a 
stumbling block to Soviet aspirations in 
the Congo and the Middle East, we 
might now be confronted with serious 
Communist penetration of those two 
areas. We should note further that the 
troops stationed in the Middle East and 
in the Congo are not American troops; 
neither are they Soviet troops. It is the 
smaller members of the United Nations 
which have supplied military forces for 
the Middle East-about 5,000-and for 
the Congo-15,000 to 20,000. It is these 
troops that are bearing the brunt of 
what is at best an onerous duty, and at 
worst involves the supreme sacrifice. 

Now there may be some who take the 
position that a few American marines 
could do the job better, quicker, and 
cheaper. But I am sure of one thing, 
that direct American intervention in 
either of these trouble spots would have 
invited intervention by other great 
powers and would have stirred national
ist, anti-American sentiment to fever 
pitch in these areas. 

In short, Mr. President, it does seem to 
me that U.N. forces in each of these 
areas has contributed to the mainte
nance of peace and to the independence 
of these states. We have not sought to 
establish U.S. hegemony in these areas; 
but neither have they been captured by 
the Communists. 

If the United States were now to with
draw its logistic and :financial support 
from the U.N. actions in the Middle East 
and the Congo, United Nations forces 
would be compelled to withdraw. The 
vacuum that would thereby be created 
would invite three types of consequences. 
One consequence would be the bloody re
newal of :fighting between the opponents, 
each seeking arms and support from 
whoever would help. Another possibil
ity would be the immediate stationing 
of substantial numbers of American 
troops in these areas. The third · pos
sibility would be outright Soviet inter
vention. 

I prefer the continued presence of 
United Nations forces in these areas to 
any of the alternatives. And if United 
Nations forces are to stay in these areas, 
they must receive support, including 
support from the United States. 

There remain two questions. First, 
whether it is in our national interest to 
keep in being in the United Nations an 
instrumentality which may be used in• 
similar situations in the future. Second, 
if so, then is the proposal before us one 
which provides a reasonable means of' 
meeting the costs of these peace-keeping 
functions. · 

Few would deny that there may be· 
situations in the future when United 
Nations intervention of the type now 
going on in the Middle East and in the 
Congo will be in the national interests, 
of the United State·s. For example, the 

time may come when U.N. intervention 
in some way in the Berlin situation may 
be required; similarly there may be situ
ations developing in southeast Asia 
which might suggest the rationality of 
United Nations action there. I am not 
prepared to support measures which 
would scuttle forever the possibilities of 
U.N. action, as distinguished from U.N. 
talk. 

In this connection, it is well to keep 
in mind that the magnitude of U.S. 
contributions to the United Nations 
have been such that it would be 
most difficult, if not impossible, for the 
United Nations to mount an interven
tion over the protests of the United 
States, and without our assistance. 

On the second point-whether the 
proposal now before us is a reasonable 
means of :financing the Middle East and 
Congo operations for the next 18 
months-I can only say that I have not 
been able to figure out a better method. 
While it is seldom in the affairs of man 
that everything works out as planned, 
a purchase of United Nations bonds at 
this time, or a loan to the United Na
tions, will provide a breathing spell dur
ing which the organization can seek 
more certain methods of financing not 
only the Middle East and Congo opera
tions, but of :financing similar opera
tions which may need to be undertaken 
in the future. Furthermore, the action 
of the General Assembly in seeking an 
opinion from the World Court, which 
over a period of time may c9mpel mem
bers to pay their past assessments on 
pain of losing their vote in the General 
Assembly, should assist the United Na
tions in paying bills past due. 

And :finally on this point, the retire
ment of U.N. bonds or the repayment of 
loans by including repayments as a part 
of the regular United Nations budget 
should reinforce the principle that power 
must be related to responsibility. If 
every member of the U.N. is to have one 
vote and if rollcalls are to determine 
United Nations policies, then members 
who insist on the right to vote must ac
cept the responsibility of backing up 
their votes with resources insofar as 
those resources may be called upon on 
the basis of their capacity to contribute. 
Some of the poorer states may be able to 
give only toke11 support to United Na
tions operations of the type we have been 
discussing. But if it is an attribute of 
sovereignty and independence to vote, it 
is likewise a responsibility of independ
ence to accept responsibility for the con
sequences of such votes. 

In conclusion, the broad decision be
fore us is whether or not we are to aban
don the United Nations. It does seem 
to me that the United Nations, even 
though confronted by a most difficult 
situation brought on partly by its in
crease in membership, nevertheless is 
still able to play an important part in 
preventing war. It · also seems to me 
that the proposal before us is not an un
reasonable way to finance the peace
keeping functions of the United Nations. 
I urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
New York [Mr. KEATING]. 

CONSTRUCTIVE COJ,\,1PROMISE 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, as the 
Senate nears final action on a measure 
to meet the :financial crisis of the United 
Nations, there is no evidence that the 
controversy over this issue is dead. 
There is no evidence · of unanimous Sen
ate support for any position. But, as 
has been often said in discussions of the 
United Nations itself, we live in a real 
world. Honorable men differ. Una
nimity is rare indeed and often some
what suspect. 

What we all have every reason to 
welcome, however, is the manner in 
which Senators of both parties have 
studied the issue thoroughly and come 
up with a number of new and valuable 
proposals to make our :financial help to 
the U.N. more effective. Basically, all 
Americans are concerned over the fact 
that many-in fact most--U.N. members 
have not been paying their full share. 
All Americans are concerned over the 
fact that the Soviet veto has virtually 
paralyzed the Security Council. All 
Americans are concerned over the role 
being played by the General Assembly
not because we do not like new nations 
which are not as strong as we-but be
cause the General Assembly has not been 
living up to the standards of a responsi
ble deliberative body, because it has too 
often been a forum for the exchange of 
propaganda rather than facts, for the 
trading of votes rather than the honest 
resolution of differences. All Americans 
are concerned with the threat of a U.N. 
double standard-whether it differen
tiates between Communist or non
Communist, Afro-Asians or Europeans, 
new countries or old ones, black areas or 
whites ones-whether it judges issues on 
prejudice and propaganda, or on facts. 
All Americans are concerned when the 
U .N. votes along any standard other than 
truth and justice. 

And :finally, Mr. President, the vast 
majority of Americans are concerned to 
insure that the United Nations does not 
merely go on as it has in the past, but 
rather that it tries to repair its flaws 
and to face the challenges of inter
national affairs with new strength. 

The Senate debate and consideration 
of the issue and the final compromise 
which has been reached have provided 
the American people and in fact the 
whole world with a . new opportunity to 
appraise the U .N. The compromise 
bond proposal is not perfect, for despite 
the President's letter to Senator SPARK
MAN, we do not know how he will :finally 
act, whether he will permit long- or· 
short-term loans and at what interest. 

But it has the real merit of giving 
the President sufficient authority to con
tribute to the bond issue and at the same 
time to negotiate on other terms as war
ranted. If other nations are ready to 
buy their share of bonds, there may be 
no need for any short-term U.S. loan. If 
other nations hold back-still expecting 
us to foot the bill-they may be sur
prised and they may discover-I sin
cerely hope they will-that we expect a 
full and fair return on any additional 
short-term loan. · · 

The United Nations can serve the free 
world well in · a number of areas, but 
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it should never be regarded as an Ameri
can charity, to be supported by the 
largesse of U.S. taxpayers. If that hap
pens, it will be doomed. The Mansfield
Dirksen proposal is one possible way to' 
avoid that fate; it was conceived and 
developed as a bipartisan, -nonpolitical 
measure in the national interest of the 
United States ·and in the international 
interest of the whole free world and of 
the U.N. itself. 

In that spirit; I give it my full and 
vigorous support. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from. 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

OUR RESPONSIBILITY IN THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
shall support the legislation on which 
we shall now vote. 

We have frustrated the Communist 
efforts · to obstruct and neutralize the 
United Nations. In this connection, 
permit this personal observation: We 
must, if we are to avert the unparalleled 
disaster of nuclear war, maintain the 
vision of what the United Nations must 
become, an effective agency for bringing 
the rule of law into international affairs. 

In addressing a meeting of a unit of 
the American Association for the United 
Nations at Charleston, W. Va., on De
cember 8, 1961, I made a statement ap
propriate to reemphasize. It is this: 

As armaments continue to spiral up
ward we live in ever increasing danger 
of war by accident or miscalculation. 
In this atmosphere of uncertainty and 
increasing tension the ultimate testing 
time of freedom is just now beginning. 

The unity which we must create 
among the free nations will not remain 
viable if predicated solely upon a shared 
antagonism to communism. It must be 
built on the firmer foundation of a com
munity of aims and aspirations among 
our allies. And this will require a 
greater degree of intellectual honesty 
and hard self-scrutiny than we have 
'heretofore given to the task. 

In saying this, I declared last Decem
ber that I specifically ref er to the prac
tice in recent years of the United States 
depending too heavily on the United Na
tions as an arena in which to conduct 
our foreign policy. Too often our will
ingness to take problems to the United 
Nations has been a cloak for our own 
lack of policy. In so doing, we have not 
strengthened the United Nations, and 
we have not served the cause of freedom 
by posing problems which could not be 
solved in that forum. 

I am not suggesting that we go it 
alone. I am recommending, however, 
that we be scrupulously honest in our 
appraisal of our own ideals and in the 
capacity of the United Nations to serve 
them. We do no disservice to the United 
Nations when we acknowledge that, as 
presently constituted, there are some 
problems it cannot solve. Indeed, we 
may help preserve the United Nations 
and allow it to grow strong if we do not 
prematurely overburden it. 

I believe there is a cognizance by the 
present administration of the need for 
such a reappraisal of our country's role 
in relationship to that of the United 

CVIII-384 

Nations. This is reflected in the realistic 
measure which we shall approve in this 
forum tonight. 

Mr. PELL subsequently said: Mr. Presi
dent, I believe that the compromise 
formula worked out by the Democratic 
and Republican leadership with regard 
to U.S. participation in the purchase of 
U.N. bonds is an excellent one in every 
way. 

From the viewpoint of our military 
interests, it provides the wherewithal to 
continue operations such as the United 
Nations emergency fund in the Middle 
East and the United Nations operations 
in the Congo. These are operations that 
must _be carried out not only for preser
vation of peace in the areas concerned, 
but for the preservation of peace in the 
world as a whole. Yet these are opera
tions that can be more economically and 
better politically performed by the 
United Nations than by the United 
States. And, because of our own pros
perity and from a material viewpoint, 
we have perhaps the most to lose and 
hence, the largest stake in this keeping 
of worldwide peace. 

Moreover, from a material viewpoint, 
if this compromise proposal is accepted, 
we will be paying approximately 33 per
cent of the total cost for such operations, 
instead of the almost 50 percent that we 
pay now. 
. Naturally, it is always unpleasant to 
pay money for anything. But, if ever 
there was a type of service that was 
worth its weight in more than gold, it 
is these keep-the-peace operations that 
have been performed underneath the 
U.N. umbrella. Accordingly, I intend to 
vote for this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 
Senators in control of the time yield 
back the remainder of their time? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 
on the passage of the bill. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is it proper for 
Senators to record their votes in any 
way except from their seats in the 
Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a 
matter of custom for them to answer 
from their seats. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I insist that the 
custom be followed. 

Mr. LAUSCHE (when his name was 
called) . On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "nay." If I were at liberty 
·to vote, I would vote "yea." . I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 

ANDERSON], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. LONG], and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], are absent on 
official business. 

I also anounce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator !rom New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Utah would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LoNG] is paired with the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "yea," and the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote 
"nay." · 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] 
are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is detained on official business, and 
his pair has been previously announced. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena
tor from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Utah would vote "nay," and the Senator 
from New Mexico would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne..: 
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG]. If 
present and voting, the Senator .from 
Nebraska would vote "nay," and the Sen
ator from Louisiana would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 70, 
nays 22, as follows: · 

Alken 
Allott 
BarUett 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Ervin 
Fong 
Fulbright 

Byrd, Va. 
Case, S . Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Goldwater 

Anderson 
Bennett 
Capehart 

[No. 39 Leg.] 
YEAS-70 

Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Kuchel 
Long,Mo. 
Long, Hawaii 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

NAYS-22 
Johnston 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Miller 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Robertson 
Russell 

Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Muskie 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Saltonstall 
Scott · 
Smathers 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Wiley 
Williams, N .J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-8 

Chavez Long,La. 
Hruska Neuberger 
Lausche 
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So the bill (S. 2768) was passed, as 
follows: 

s. 2768 

An act to promote the foreign policy of the 
United States by authorizing the purchase 
of United Nations bonds and the appro
priation of funds therefor 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
the President, without fiscal-year limitation, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated, $100,000,000 for a loan to 
the United Nations. It is the intent of the 
Congress that the proceeds of the present 
loan shall not be used to relieve states mem
bers of the United Nations of their obilga
tion to pay arrearages on payments of any 
United Nations assessments. 

SEC. 2. The amount of money to be lent 
to the United Nations pursuant to author
ization contained in the first section of this 
Act shall not exceed by more than $25,000,-
000 the aggregate amount of loans made or 
agreed to be made by other nations. 

SEC. 3. There shall be deducted from the 
annual payment of the assessed share of 
the United States of the budget of the 
United Nations an amount equal to the cor
responding annual installment of principal 
and interest due to the United States on 
account of the loan made pursuant to sec
tion 1. 

SEC. 4. Nothing herein shall be regarded 
as authorizing the United States to partici
pate in any future United Nations borrow
ing. It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States shall use its best efforts to 
promote a pattern of United Nations financ
ing (including a vigorous program for col
lection of delinquencies on annual assess
ments of nations and maintenance of such 
annual assessments on a current basis) that 
makes unnecessary any future large-scale 
borrowing. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be
fore I announced the schedule of pro
posed legislation, I wish to congratulate 
and commend the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], who 
managed with such great skill and un
derstanding the bill which has just 
passed the Senate; the distinguished 
minority leader, who was a tower of 
strength in the consideration of this 
measure all the way through; and the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. AIKEN], who showed ~is un
derstanding and his tolerance of the dif
ficulties involved in the consideration 
of this particular measure. To those 
three Senators should go most of the 
credit for what was accomplished to
night. 

I also compliment Members of the 
Senate, who voted either for or against 
the bill, because they acted from the 
basis of their honest judgment; they 
did what they thought was best in the 
light of their own consciences. 

I am delighted that the bill has now 
passed the Senate and will leave us 
shortly. 

Again, I extend my deepest thanks to 
the three Senators who so ably managed 
the work in behalf of the bill, and to all 

other Senators, regardless of how they 
voted. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. There is no greater 

or more effective weapon than the bril
liant tolerance and understanding of the 
majority leader. He is never in a hurry; 
he takes everything in his stride. He 
is patient with every viewpoint. I know 
of no instrumentality so contrived to 
get good results as the quality which he 
has in such rich measure. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I join with the majority 

leader in his high commendation of the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
and the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] for the magnificent work they 
have done in connection with the bill. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, I wish to add two 
more names to the list of those who de
serve high honors, namely, the majority 
leader himself, the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD], and the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FUI.
BRIGHT]. I know that if it had not been 
for the leadership of the Senator from 
Montana and the Senator from Arkan
sas in the committee, when they assisted 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK
MAN] at all times, as I feel certain the 
Senator from Alabama would be the first 
to testify the bill woulG. have had diffi
culty in committee. Also wish to thank 
another Senator for the help the com
mittee received from him. I refer to the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]. 
His statesmanship once again was a 
great service to the Senate. 

I think a very effective blow was 
struck in the passage of the bill tonight 
in support of peace through the one or
ganization in the world which, in my 
judgment, offers mankind its best hope 
for substituting the law of reason for 
the jungle law of force-that is, the 
United Nations and its procedures. But 
if the United Nations is to work, it must 
have resources and finances with which 
to perform its services of trying to main
tain, peace in the world. So the Senate 
tonight, in my judgment, has in effect 
repledged its faith in obtaining interna
tional peace through the procedures of 
the United Nations. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
agree completely with the statement of 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
concerning the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
join in the . statement of the majority 
leader. The distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]' with whom I 
have had a long association, both on the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and on 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, deserves all the credit for the 
management of the bill. I was in my 
own State on political business during 
the hearings. The Senator from Ala
bama deserves credit not only for the 

action of the committee in considering 
the bill, but also for his management of 
the bill on the floor of the Senate. 

I commend the Senator from Alabama 
and all other Senators who participated 
in the debate for having moved this ex
cellent piece of legislation through the 
Senate. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
appreciate all the good things which 
have been said about me by my col
leagues in the Senate. However, for 
just a moment I wish to point up some
thing else. It is something to which I 
really intended to call attention in the 
course of the debate on the bill, but 
events moved so well and so fast that I 
did not have time to do so. I refer to 
the nonpartisanship with which the bill 
was considered in the Committee on For
eign Relations, and which is so charac
teristic of that committee. I have 
served under five or six chairmen of that 
committee, and during all that time the 
same thing has been true. The business 
of the committee is always approached 
on a nonpartisan basis. 

When the committee was holding its 
executive session, the distinguished Sen
ator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] made 
the statement that he did not wish to 
see reported to the Senate a bill which 
might be passed by a very narrow margin 
and might be fought out largely on 
partisan lines. He said that whatever 
bill was reported to the Senate, or what
ever bill the committee agreed upon, 
ought to be a bill which would leave the 
committee with practically the unan
imous support of the committee. The 
committee approved the bill with only 
one opposing vote; there was not even a 
rollcall. We have witnessed the same 
type of nonpartisanship on the floor of 
the Senate. That augurs well for the 
foreign policy of the United States. 

I hope and believe the Senate will con
tinue to show that type of nonpartisan
ship in the handling of foreign a:ff airs; 
and I trust that that will be true 
throughout the entire Government. 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
(H. DOC. NO. 384) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

PELL in the chair). The Chair lays be
fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States relating 
to urban mass transportation. The 
message has been read in the House of 
Representatives, and, without objection, 
the message will be referred to the Com
mittee on Commerce, without reading, 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The message from the President is 
as follows: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

An efficient and dynamic transporta
tion system is vital to our domestic eco
nomic growth, productivity and prog
ress. Affecting the cost of every 
commodity we consume or export, it is 
equally vital to our ability to compete 
abroad. It influences both the cost and 
the flexibility of our defense prepared
ness, and both the business and recrea
tional opportunities of our citizens. 
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This Nation has long ·enjoyed one of ·the 
most highly developed and diversified 
transportation systems in the world, 
and this system has helped us to achieve 
a highly efficient utilization of our man
power and resources. 

Transportation is thus an industry 
which serves, and is affected with, the 
national interest. Federal laws and 
policies have expressed the national in
terest in transportation particularly in 
the last 80 years: through the promo
tion and development of transportation 
facilities, such as highways, airways, 
and waterways; through the regulation 
of rates and services; and through gen
eral governmental policies relating to 
taxation, procurement, labor, and com
petition. A comprehensive program for 
transportation must consider all of these 
elements of public policy. 

During the last session of Congress, 
action was taken to place our Federal
aid highway program on a sounder fiscal 
basis. Initial steps were taken to im
prove the operations of our regulatory 
agencies through reorganization. A be
ginning was also made toward meeting 
the needs of our cities for mass trans
portation. By Executive order, I re
cently assigned to the Department of 
Commerce authority for emergency 
transportation planning. 

But pressing problems are burdening 
our national transportation system, 
jeopardizing the progress and security on 
which we depend. A chaotic patchwork 
of inconsistent and often obsolete legis
lation and regulation has evolved from 
a history of specific actions addressed 
to specific problems of spec4lfic industries 
at specific times. This pa~work does 
not fully reflect either the dramatic 
changes in technology of the past half
century or the parallel changes in the 
structure of competition. 

The regulatory commissions are re
quired to make thousands of detailed de
cisions based on out-of-date standards. 
The management of the various modes 
of transportation is subjected to exces
sive, cumbersome, and time-consuming 
regulatory supervision that shackles and 
distorts managerial initiative. Some 
parts of the transportation industry are 
restrained unnecessarily; others are 
promoted or taxed unevenly and incon
sistently. 

Some carriers are required to provide, 
at a loss, services for which there is lit
tle demand. Some carriers are required 
to charge rates which are high in rela
tion to cost in order to shelter competing 
carriers. Some carriers are prevented 
from making full use of their capacity 
by restrictions on freedom to solicit busi
ness or adjust rates. Restraints on 
cost-reducing rivalry in ratemaking 
often cause competition to take the form 
of cost-increasing rivalry-such as ex
cessive promotion and traffic solicita
tion, or excessive frequency of service. 
Some carriers are subject to rate regula
tion on the transportation of particular 
commodities while other carriers, com
peting for the same traffic, are exempt. 
Some carriers benefit from public facili
ties provided for their use, while others 
do not; and of those enjoying ~he use of 

public facilities, some bear a large part their users and undue preference to 
of the . cost, while others bear little or none. It means greater reliance on the 
none. forces of competition and less reliance 

No simple Federal solution can end the on the restraints of regulation. And it 
problems of any particular company or means that, to the extent possible, the 
mode of transportation. On the con- users of transportation services should 
trary, I am convinced that less Federal bear the full costs of the services they 
regulation and subsidization is in the use, whether those services are provided 
long run a prime prerequisite of a privately or publicly. 
healthy intercity transportation net- For some 75 years, common carriage 
work. The constructive efforts of State was developed by the intention of Con
and local governments as well as the gress and the requirements of the public 
transportation industry will also be as the core of our transport system. 
needed to revitalize our transportation This pattern of commerce is changing
services. the common carrier is declining in sta-

This administration's study of long- tus and stature with the consequent 
range transportation needs and policies growth of the private and exempt car
convinces me that current Federal poli- rier. To a large extent this change is 
cies must be reshaped in the most fun- attributable to the failure of Federal pol
damental and far-reaching fashion. icies and regulation to adjust to the 
While recognizing that a revision of the needs of the shipping and consuming 
magnitude required is a task to which public; to a large extent it is attributable 
the Congress will wish to devote consid- to the fact that the burdens of regula
erable time and effort, I believe the rec- tion are handicapping the certificated 
ommendations below are of sufficient common carrier in his efforts to meet 
urgency and importance that the Con- his unregulated competition. Whatever 
gress should begin consideration of them the cause, the common carrier with his 
at the earliest practicable date. If direct obligation to serve all shippers-large or 
and decisive action is not taken in the small--on certain routes at known tariffs 
near future, the undesirable develop- and without any discrimination per
ments, inefficiencies, inequities, and oth- forms an essential function that should 
er undesirable conditions that confront not be extinguished. 
us now will cause permanent loss of es- ~onsiderable research and analysis, 
sential services or require even more g<?mg far beyond our present findings, 
difficult and costly solutions in the not will be required before we know enough 
too distant future. about the costs and other characteris-

A BASIC NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION POLICY tics of various forms of transportation to 
guarantee the achievement of these ob
jectives in full. In the meantime, it is 
clear that the following fundamental re
forms in our transportation Policy are 
needed now. 

The basic objective of our Nation's 
transportation system must be to assure 
the availability of the fast, safe, and eco
nomical transportation services needed 
in a growing and changing economy to 
move people and goods, without waste 
or discrimination, in response to private 
and public demands at the lowest cost 
consistent with health, convenience, na
tional security, and other broad public 
objectives. Investment or capacity 
should be neither substantially above 
nor substantially below these require
ments-for chronic excess capacity in
volves misuse of resources, and lack of 
adequate capacity jeopardizes progress. 
The resources devoted to provision of 
transportation service should be used in 
the most effective and efficient manner 
possible; and this, in turn, means that 
users of transport facilities should be 
provided with incentives to use what
ever form of transportation which pro
vides them with the service they desire 
at the lowest total cost, both public and 
private. 

This basic objective can and must be 
achieved primarily by continued reliance 
on unsubsidized privately owned facili
ties, operating under the incentives of 
private profit and the checks of compe
tition to the maximum extent practica
ble. The role of public policy should be 
to provide a consistent and comprehen
sive framework of equal competitive op
portunity that will achieve this objective 
at the lowest economic and social cost 
to the Nation. 

This means a more c&.1rdinated Fed
eral policy and a less segmented ap
proach. It means equality of opportu
nity for all forms of transportation and 

PART I, INTERCITY TRANSPORTATION 

Our system of intercity public trans
portation-including railroads, trucks, 
buses, ships and barges, airplanes and 
pipelines-is seriously weakened today 
by artificial distortions and inefficiencies 
inherent in existing Federal policies. 
Built up over the years, they can be re
moved only gradually if we are to miti
gate the hardships that are bound to 
arise in any program of far-reaching 
adjustment. 

As an initial step, I am requesting the 
Chairmen of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, and the Federal Maritime Com
mission to meet at frequent intervals to 
discuss regulatory problems affecting 
the various modes of transportation and 
to seek coordinated solutions in the form 
of legislation or administrative action 
that will improve the regulatory process. 
(A) EQUAL COMPETITIVE OPPORTUNITY UNDER 

DIMINISHED REGULATION 

(1) Bulk commodities: At present, the 
transportation of bulk commodities by 
water carriers is exempt from all rate 
regulation under the Interstate Com
merce Act, including the approval of 
minimum rates; but this exemption is 
denied to all other modes of transporta
tion. This is clearly inequitable both to 
the latter and to shippers-and it is an 
inequity which should be removed. Ex
tending to all other carriers the exemp
tion from the approval or prescription 
of minimum rates would permit the 
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forces of competition and equal oppor
tunity to replace cumbersome regulation 
for these commodities, while protecting 
the public interest by leaving intact the 
ICC's control over maximum railroad 
rates and other safeguards (such as the 
prohibition against discrimination, and 
requirements on car service and com
mon carrier responsibility). While this 
would be the preferable way to eliminate 
the existing inequality, Congress could 
elect to r,lace all carriers on an equal 
footing by repealing the existing exemp
tion-although this would result in more, 
instead of less, regulation and very likely 
in higher though more stable rates. 
Whichever alternative is adopted, these 
commodities are too important a part of 
carrier traffic to continue to be governed 
so unequally by Federal rate regulation. 

(2) Agricultural and fishery products: 
An exemption similar to that described 
above, and now available only to motor 
carriers and freight forwarders, relates 
to agricultural and fishery products. 
This exemption from minimum rates 
should also be extended to all carriers. 
Here, too, the ICC should retain control 
of maximum railroad rates and certain 
other controls to protect the public in
terest in those areas where there is no 
effective truck or water carrier competi
tion to keep rates down. 

The combined effect of extending 
these bulk and agricultural exemptions 
will be to reduce drastically and equalize 
fairly the regulation of freight rates in 
this country. Freed to exercise normal 
managerial initiative, carriers will be 
able to rationalize their operations and 
reduce costs; and shippers should con
sequently enjoy a wider choice, improved 
service and lower rates. 

(3) Intercity passenger rates: The 
traveling public, like the commercial 
shipper, is also uninterested in paying 
higher rates to subsidize weak segments 
of the transportation industry. Chronic 
overcapacity and deficits can be ended 
in the long run only in an industry made 
flt, lean and progressive by vigorous com
petition and innovation. But this is not 
possible as long as Federal agencies fix 
uniform minimum rates · for passenger 
travel. I recommend, therefore, that 
the Congress enact legislation which 
would eventually limit the control of in
tercity passenger rates to the establish
ment of maximum rates only. In the 
case of the airlines, it may be prefer
able to initiate this program on a grad
ual or temporary basis under existing 
authority. 

To prevent the absence of minimum 
rate regulation under the above three 
proposals from resulting in predatory, 
discriminatory trade practices or rate 
wars reflecting monopolistic ambitious 
rather than true efficiency, the Congress 
should make certain that such practices 
by carriers freed from minimum rate 
regulations would be covered by existing 
laws against monopoly and predatory 
trade practices. 

While the above . three recommenda
tions relate to the most critical-and 
controversial-problems of unnecessary 
or unequal regulatory curbs on trans
portation, other changes in the Inter
state Commerce Act and the Federal 
Aviation Act are needed consistent with 

these same principles. I recommend 
that legislation be enacted to: 

(4) Assure all carriers the right to 
ship vehicles or containers on the car
riers of other branches of the transpor
tation industry at the same rates avail
able to noncarrier shippers. This 
change will put the various carriers in 
a position of equality with freight for
warders and other shippers in the use 
of the promising and fast-growing 
piggyback and related techniques. 

(5) Repeal the provision of the Inter
state Commerce Act which now prevents 
a railroad from hauling cargo it owns. 
The need for this provision, which goes 
back to the days of oppressive railroad 
monopoly, has largely passed; and its 
current effect is to handicap the rail
roads in competing with other modes of 
transportation. The antitrust laws can 
insure protection against the possible 
abuse by a railroad of its dual status as 
shipper and carrier. 

(6) Direct the regulatory agencies to 
sanction experimental freight rates, 
modifications and variations in existing 
systems of classification and documenta
tion, and new kinds or combinations of 
service. 

(Bl CONSISTENT POLICIES OF TAXATION AND 
USER CHARGES 

The same accidents of circumstance 
that have molded our transportation 
regulatory policies and programs have 
largely determined specific transporta
tion taxes. As a result, inequities have 
developed and in some instances have 
persisted for many years. 

(1) Transportation excise tax: I have 
already recommended repeal of the 10-
percent passenger transportation tax. 
This tax, a vestige of World War II and 
the Korean war, has undoubtedly dis
criminated against public transportation 
in favor of the automobile. I again rec
ommend repeal of this tax to improve 
the competitive position of intercity 
railroad and bus passenger transporta
tion systems, which generally are not 
publicly supported, and to clear the way 
for an equitable system of user charges 
for aviation. 

· <2) Aviation: For commercial airlines, 
I have suggested (a) continuation of the 
2-cents-per-gallon net tax on gasoline 
and extension of that tax rate to all 
jet fuels; and (b) a 5-percent tax on 
airline tickets and on air freight way
bills. By delaying until January 1, 1963 
the effective date of all proposed changes 
as they affect aviation-including the 
repeal of the passenger tax for the air
lines-ample time will be allowed for re
view by the Civil Aeronautics Board of 
any tariff adjustments that may be re
quired by the carriers to recover the cost 
of user charges on fuel. The ticket and 
waybill taxes will be passed on directly 
to ultimate users. 

For general aviation, such as recrea
tional flying and company planes to 
which ticket and waybill taxes would 
not be applicable, a fuel tax of 3 cents 
per gallon is recommended as a minimal 
step toward recouping the heavy Federal 
investment in the airways. 

All of the above taxes-in effect user 
charges-will recover only about half of 
the annual cost of the Federal airways 

system which is properly allocable to 
civil aviation. ·Total airways costs, 
which are approximately $500 million 
annually, have risen steadily in the past 
decade and will continue to grow as air
ways facilities and services are improved 
to accommodate future air traffic. Re
peal of the 10-percent passenger tax as 
it now applies to aviation should not 
become effective, therefore, until the 
recommended user charges are in force 
for all segments of civil aviation. 

(3) Inland waterways: Also in the in
terest of equality of treatment and op
portunity, the principle of user charges 
should be extended to the inland water
ways. A tax of 2 cents per gallon should 
be applied to all fuels used in transpor
tation on the waterways. The recom
mended effective date, January 1, 1963, 
will allow time for review by the Inter
state Commerce Commission of any ad
justments that may be necessary in com
mon ·carrier rates. This deferral is 
recommended even though the bulk of 
inland waterways traffic is carried by un
regulated rather than regulated car
riers. 

The new tax should include an exemp
tion similar to the current exemption 
from taxation accorded to gasoline and 
ships' supplies for vessels employed in 
the fisheries, foreign trade, or trade be
tween the Atlantic and Pacific ports of 
the United States or between the United 
States and any of its possessions. Ves
sels in domestic trade using facilities and 
routes similar to those engaged in foreign 
trade, and vessels in coastal trade which 
are too large to use the intracoastal 
waterways, should also be exempted. 

This administration recognizes the re
sponsibility of the Government to main
tain and improve our system of inland 
waterways. Over $2 billion of Federal 
funds has already been invested in capi
tal improvements. Expenditures for 
operating and maintaining the water
ways are about $70 million annually, 
even though only a small fraction of the 
traffic consists of common carriers which 
serve all shippers and the general pub
lic. The users of the waterways include 
some of the largest and financially 
strongest corporations in the United 
States today, and it is surely feasible and 
appropriate for them to pay a small 
share of the Federal Government's costs 
in providing and maintaining waterway 
improvements. 

< 4) Income taxes: Another effort to 
improve equity in taxation is being taken 
by the Treasury Department, which is 
reviewing the administrative guidelines 
now governing depreciation rates in the 
transportation industry. The objective 
of this administration will be to give full 
recognition to current economic forces, 
including obsolescence, which in their 
impact upon the lives of depreciable 
assets may affect quite differently the 
different modes of transportation and, 
therefore, their competitive relation
ships. In addition, I recommend that 
the Internal Revenue Code be amended 
to increase from 5 to 7 years the period 
during which regulated public utilities, 
including those in transportation, can 
apply prior year losses to reduce current 
income for tax purposes. 
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(C) EVENHANDED GOVERNMENT PROMOTION OF 

INTERCITY TRANSPORTATION 

To achieve a better balance of Federal 
promotional programs: 

Cl) I urge favorable consideration of 
legislation proposed by the Civil Aero
nautics Board last year to make the do
mestic trunk air carriers ineligible for 
operating subsidies in the future. These 
carriers provide more passenger-miles of 
transportation service than any of the 
other common carriers; and, while they 
are experiencing temporary overcapac
ity and have recently sustained financial 
losses, they have bright prospects for 
longrun growth and prosperity which 
should make them permanently inde
pendent of Government support. 

(2) With respect to other aviation 
subsidies, the Congress has limited to $6 
million the funds available in fiscal 1962 
for the payment of operating subsidies 
to the three certificated helicopter .serv
ices; and the Appropriations Commit
tees have requested the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to prepare a schedule for the ter
mination of these subsidies. I endorse 
this position and seek the extension of 
this principle. I am asking the Board to 
develop by June 30, 1963, a step-by-step 
program, with specific annual targets, 
to assure sharp reduction of operat
ing subsidies to all other domestic air
lines as well, within periods to be estab
lished by the Board for each type of 
service or carrier. Rigorous enforcement 
of the Board's use-it-or-lose-it policy 
and further development of the class 
rate subsidy plan which the Board ini
tiated in January 1961, with the coopera
tion of the local service carriers would 
clearly facilitate this objective. The 
development of single airports to serve 
adjacent cities, or regional airports, is 
also clearly necessary if these subsidies 
are to be eliminated and if the Federal 
Government and local communities are 
to meet the Nation's needs for adequate 
airports and air navigation facilities 
without excessive and unjustifiable costs. 

(3) The Federal Government is a 
major user of transportation services. 
To assure the greatest practical use of 
the transportation industry by Govern
ment, I am directing all agencies of the 
Government, in meeting their own 
transport needs, to use authorized com
mercial facilities in all modes of trans
portation within the limits of econom
ical and efficient operations and the 
requirements of military readiness. 

(4) I also recommend that the Post 
Office Department be given greater :flexi
bility in arranging for the transporta
tion of mail by motor vehicle common 
carrier. 

( 5) Last year the Congress extended 
until June 30, 1963, the authority by 
which the Interstate Commerce Com
mission has been guaranteeing interest 
and principal payments on emergency 
loans to the railroads for operations, 
maintenance, and capital improvements 
for which the carriers cannot otherwise 
obtain funds on reasonable terms. A 
similar law by which the Government 
guarantees loans for aircraft and parts 
being purchased by certain certificated 
air carriers will expire this year. Since 
the Department of Commerce is already 

a focal point for Government transpor
tation activities and since, in the inter
est of program coordination and con
sistency of policy these activities should 
be further consolidated, I recommend 
that the railroad loan guarantee au
thority, and the aviation loan guarantee 
authority if it is extended, be trans
ferred to the Department of Commerce. 
These problems are not regulatory in . 
nature and are clearly separable from 
the chief functions of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, and can be acted 
upon more expeditiously by an executive 
agency. 

(D) PROTECTION OF THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

< 1) Mergers: A great resurgence of 
merger talk has occurred in the railroad 
and airline industries in the last several 
years, and major mergers have been 
proposed in recent months in both in
dustries. The soundness of such merg
ers should be determined, not in the 
abstract, but by applying appropriate 
criteria to the circumstances and con- · 
ditions of each particular case. This 
administration has a responsibility to 
recommend more specific guidelines than 
are now available and more specific pro
cedures for applying them. 

Accordingly, I have directed the for
mation of an interagency group to 
undertake two tasks: first, after proper 
consultation with interested parties, to 
formulate general administration poli
cies on mergers in each segment of the 
transportation industry; and second, to 
assist the Department of Justice in de
veloping a Government position on each 
merger application for presentation be
fore the regulatory agencies. This group 
will consist of agency representatives 
designated by the Attorney General, the 
Secretary of Commerce. the Secretary of 
Labor, the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, and the heads of 
other agencies involved in a particular 
case. Under the chairmanship of Com_. 
merce, this group will examine each 
pending merger in transportation on the 
basis of the following criteria and others 
which they may develop: 

(1) Effective competition should be 
maintained among alternative forms of 
transportation, and, where traffic vol
ume permits, between competing firms in 
the same mode of transportation. 

(2) The goals of economical, efficient, 
and adequate service to the public-and 
reduction in any public subsidies
should be secured by the realization of 
genuine economies. 

(3) Affected workers should be given 
the assistance to make any necessary 
adjustments caused by the merger. 

(2) Through routes and joint rates: 
For many years some regulatory agen
cies have been authorized to appoint 
joint boards to act on proposals for inter
carrier services; but they have taken 
virtually no initiative to foster these 
arrangements which could greatly in
crease service and convenience to the 
general public and open up new op-
portunities for all carriers. I recom
mend, therefore, that Congress declare as 
a matter of public policy that through 
routes and joint rates should be vigor
ously encouraged, and authorize all 

transportation agencies to participate in 
j int boards. 

(3) I have requested the Secretary 
of Defense and the Administrator of 
General Services to make the fullest 
possible use of their statutory powers, 
and I urge the enactment of such addi
tional legislation as may be necessary, 
to encourage experimental rates and 
services-to explore every promising 
simplification of rate structures-and to 
encourage the development of systems 
that will make rate ascertainment and 
publication less costly and more con
venient. These experiments will be pilot 
studies for a more general simplification 
of rates and for the application of new 
kinds of service to transportation in 
general. 

(4) I am requesting the National Con
ference of Commissioners on Uniform 
State Laws, in cooperation with the In
terstate Commerce Commission, to de
velop and urge adoption of uniform 
State registration laws for motor car
riers operating within States but han
dling interstate commerce. The Con
gress should, consistent with this effort, 
give the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion authority to enter into cooperative 
enforcement agreements with the various 
States, covering both the economic and 
the safety aspects of highway trans
portation. 

(5) I recommend that all common 
carriers, including freight forwarders 
and motor carriers, be required to pay 
reparations to shippers charged unlaw
fully high rates. 

(6) Finally, I recommend that the 
civil penalty now imposed on motor car
riers for failure to file required reports 
be substantially increased; that the 
same civil penalty be imposed for viola
tions of safety regulations and for 
operating without authority; and that 
the safety regulations· of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission should be made 
fully applicable to private, as well as to 
common and contract carriers, so as to 
clarify the ambiguous situation prevail
ing at present. 

PART II. URBAN TRANSPORTATION 

I have previously emphasized to the 
Congress the need for action on the 
transportation problems resulting from 
burgeoning urban growth and the 
changing urban scene. 

Higher incomes coupled with the in
creasing availability of the automobile 
have enabled more and more American 
families, particularly younger ones with 
children, to seek their own homes in sub
urban areas. Simultaneously, changes 
and improvements in freight transporta
tion, made possible by the development 
of modern highways and the trucking 
industry, have reduced the dependence 
of manufacturers on central locations 
near port facilities or railroad terminals. 
The development of improved produc
tion techniques that require spacious, 
one-story plant layouts have impelled 
many industries to move to the periphery 
of urban areas. At the same time the 
importance of the central city is increas
ing for trade, financial, governmental 
and cultural activities. 

One result of these changes in location 
patterns has been a change in the 
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patterns of urban traveL Formerly peo
ple traveled mainly along high·. density 
corridors radiating to and· from down
town. Today traffic patterns are 'in
creasingly diverse. Added 'to traditional 
suburb-to-city movements are large 
crosstown flows . :which · existing niass 
transportation systems are often not 
geared to handle. Also, the increasing 
.use· of automobiles to meet urban trans
portation needs has resulted in increas
ing highway congestion, and this has 
greatly. impeded mass transportation 
service using those highways. 
· This drastic revision of travel patterns 
in many urban areas has seriously im
paired the effectiveness and economic 
viability of public mass transportation, 
which is geared to the older patterns. A 
steady decline in patronage and a con
comitant rise of unprofitability and 
financial problems have occurred. This 
has been particularly true of rail com
muter and streetcar services limited to 
particular routes by fixed roadbeds. 

To conserve and enhance values in ex
isting urban areas is essential. But _at 
least as important are steps to promote 
economic efficiency . and livability in 
areas of future development. In less 
than 20 years we can expect · well 
over half of our expanded population to 
be living in 40 great urban complexes. 
Many smaller places will also experience 
phenomenal growth. The ways that 
people and goods can be moved in these 
areas will have a major influence on 
their structure, on the efficiency of their 
economy, and on the availability for so
cial and cultural opportunities they can 
offer their citizens. Our national wel
fare therefore requires the provision of 
good urban transportation, with the 
pr~perly balanced use of private vehicles 
and modern mass transport to help 
shape as well as serve urban growth. 

At my request, the problellls of urban 
transportation have been studied in de
tail by the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator and the Secretary of 
Commerce. Their field investigations 
have included some 40 metropolitan and 
other communities, large and small. 
Their findings support the need for sub
stantial expansion and important 
changes in the urban mass transporta
tion program authorized in the Housing 
Act of 1961 as well as revisions in Fed
eral highway legislation. They give dra
matic emphasis, moreover, to the need 
for greater local initiative and to the 
responsibility of the States and munici
palities to provide financial support and 
effective governmental auspices for 
strengthening and improving urban 
transportation. 

On the basis of this report, I recom
mend that long-range Federal financial 
aid and technical assistance be provided 
to help plan and develop the comprehen
sive and balanced urban transportation 
that is so vitally needed, not only to 
benefit local communities, but to assure 
more effective use of Federal funds avail
able for other urban development and 
renewal programs. I recommend that 
such Federal assistance for mass trans
portation be limited to those applications 
(1) where an organization or officially 
coordinated . oi:g~ni~ations. are carry.ing 
on a continuing program of comprehen-

.sive planning on an areawide bas~ .. and 
(2) where the ·assisted . project will be 
.administered through a pubric· · agency 
as part of a unified or officially coordi
nated area-wide transportation system. 

(A) Long-range program: Specifi
cally, I recommend that the ·congress 
.authorize the first instaliment of a iong
range program of Federal aid to. our 
urban regions for the revitalization and 
needed expansion of public mass .trans
portation, to be adminfatered by the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. I 
recommend a capital grant authorization 
of $500 million to be ·made available over 
a 3-year period, with $100 milliqn to be 
made available in fiscal 1963. Only a 
program that offers substantial support 
and continuity of Federal participation 
can induce our urban regions to organize 
appropriate administrative arrange
ments and to meet their share of the 
costs of fully balanced transportation 
systems. 

This Federal assistance should be 
made available to qualified public agen
cies in the form of direct grants to be 
matched by local, non-Federal contribu
tions. For rights-of-way, fixed facilities, 
including maintenance and terminal 
facilities, and rolling stock required for 
urban mass transportation systems, 
grants should be provided for up to two
thirds of the project cost which cannot 
reasonably be financed from expected 
revenue. The remaining one-third of 
the ·net project cost would be paid by the 
locality or State from other sources, 
without Federal aid. The extension and 
rehabilitation of existing systems as well 
as the creation of new systems should 
be eligible. In no event should Federal 
funds be used to pay operating expenses. 
Nor should parking facilities, except 
those directly supporting public mass 
transportation, be eligible for Federal 
grants. 

While it is expected that the new grant 
program will be the major Federal sup
port for urban mass transportation, it 
is important to have Federal loans avail
able where private financing cannot be 
obtained on reasonable terms. I there
fore recommend removal of the time 
limit on the $50 million loan authoriza
tion provided in the Housing Act of 1961. 
Federal loans would not be available to 
finance the State or local one-third con
tribution to net project cost. 

Although grants and loans would be 
available pnly to public agencies, those 
agencies could lease facilities and equip
ment or make other arrangements for 
private operation of assisted mass trans
portation systems. The program is not 
intended to foster public as distinguished 
from private mass transit operations. 
Each community should develop the 
method or methods of operation .best 
suited to its particular requirements. 

A community should be eligible for a 
mass transportation grant or loan only 
after the Housing .Administrator deter
mines that the facilities ~nd equipment 
for which the assistance is sought are 
· necessary for carrying out a program for 
·a unified or officially coordinated urban 
transportation system as a part of the 
comprehensiveiy planned development of 
the urban area. 

The program.I have proposed is aimed 
at the widely ·varying· transit problems 
of our Nation's cities~ ranging from the 
clogged arteries .of. our most populous 
metropolitan areas to those smaller 
cities which have only recently known 
"the frustrations of congested streets. 
There may, however, be . some highly 
specialized situations in which alterna
tive programs, for.example, loan guaran
tees under stringent conditions, would 
be better suited to particular needs and 
the Congress may, therefore, wish to 
consider such alternatives. 

(B) Emergency aid: Time will be re
quired by most metropolitan areas to 
organize effectively for the major plan
ning efforts required. Even more time 
may be needed to create public agencies 
with adequate powers to develop, finance 
and administer new or improved public 
transportation systems. Meanwhile, the 
crisis conditions that have already 
·emerged in some areas threaten to be
come widespread. Mass transportation 
continues to deteriorate and even to dis
·appear. Important segments of our pop
ulation are thus deprived of transporta
tion; highway congestion and attendant 
air pollution become worse; and the de
structive effects upon central business 
districts and older residential areas are 
accelerated. 

In recognition of this serious situa
tion, I also recommend that the Con
·gress, for a period of 3 years only, 
.authorize the Housing Administrator to 
.make emergency grants, (a) where there 
is an urgent need for immediate aid to 
an existing mass transportation facility 
or service that might otherwise cease to 
be available for transportation purposes, 
(b) where an official long-range pro
gram for a coordinated system is being 
actively prepared, and (c) where the fa
cilities or equipment acquired under the 
emergency grant can reasonably be ex
pected to be required for the new long
range · system. This emergency aid 
should not exceed one-half of the net 
project. cost. Upon . completion of an 
acceptable areawide transportation pro
gram within 3 years, these emergency 
projects, if a part of the ultimate system, 
should qualify for the balance of the reg
ular Federal assistance available under 
the long-range program. 

(C) Role of highways: Highways are 
an instrumental part of any coordinated 
urban transportation program, and must 
be an integral part of any comprehen
sive community development plan. Ac
cordingly, I have requested the Secretary 
of Commerce to make his approval of 
the use of highway planning funds in 
metropolitan planning studies contin
gent upon the establishment of a con
tinuing and comprehensive planning 
process. This process should, to the 
maximum extent feasible, include all of 
the interdependent parts of the metro
politan or other urban area, all agencies 
and jurisdictions involved, and all forms 
of transportation, and should be closely 
-co~rdinated with policymaking and pro
gram administration. 

Progress has already been made in 
. coordinated transportation planning for 
metroP,olitan areas through the use of 
funds made available under both Federal 
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highway and housing legislation. To in
crease the effectiveness of this effort, I 
recommend that the Federal-aid high
way law be amended to increase the 
percentage of Federal funds available to 
the States for .research and planning. 
Legislation will be submitted to effectu
ate this change and to provide that (a) 
these funds should be available for 
planning and research purposes only; 
(b) the funds be matched by the States 
in accordance with statutory matching 
requirements; and (c) any funds not 
used for planning and research lapse. 

In addition I recommend that the 
Federal-aid highway law be amended to 
provide that, effective not later than July 
1, 1965, the Secretary of Commerce shall, 
before approving a program for high
way projects in any metropolitan area, 
make a finding that such projects are 
consistent with comprehensive develop
ment plans for the metropolitan area and 

· that the Federal-aid system so developed 
will be an integral part of a soundly 
based, balanced transportation system 
for the area involved. 

Highway planning should be broad
ened to include adequate traffic control 
systems, parking facilities, and circula
tion systems on city streets commensu
rate with the traffic forecasts used . to 
justify freeways · and major arterial 
roadways. Provisions for transit and 
highway facilities in the same roadway, 
permissible under present law and al
ready tested in several · cases, should be 
encouraged whenever more effective 
transportation will result. Moreover, I 
have requested the Secretary of Com
merce to consider favorably the reserva
tion of special highway lanes for buses 
during peak traffic hours whenever com
prehensive transportation plans indicate 
that this is desirable. 

To permit the State highway depart
ments greater flexibility in the use of 
Federal-aid highway funds to meet ur
ban transportation needs, I further rec
ommend that the Federal-aid highway 
law be amended to permit more exten, 
sive ·use of Federal-aid secondary funds 
for extensions of the se,condary system in 
urban areas. 

I have asked the Secretary of Com
merce and the Housing and Home Fi
nance Administrator to consult regu
larly regarding administration of the 
highway and urban mass transportation 
programs, and to report to me annually 
on the progress of their respective pro
grams, on the needs for further coordi
nation, and on possibilities for improve
ment. 

(D) Relocation assistance: Last year 
in a message to the Congress on the Fed
eral-aid highway program, I called at
tention to the problems of families dis
placed by new highway construction and 
proposed that the Federal highway la·.v 
be amended to require assistance to such 
families in finding decent housing at 
reasonable cost. The need for such as
sistance to alleviate unnecessary hard
ship is still urgent. The Secretary of 
Commerce has estimated that, u:r..der the 
interstate highway program alone, 
15,000 families and 1,500 businesses are 
being displaced each year, and the pro
posed urban mass transportation pro-

gram will further increase the number 
of persons affected. 

To move toward equity among the 
various federally assisted programs 
causing displacement, I recommend that 
assistance and requirements similar to 
those now applicable to the urban re
newal program be authorized for the 
Federal-aid highway program and the 
urban mass transportation program. 
Legislation is being submitted to author
ize payments of not to exceed $200 in 
the case of individuals and families and 
$3,000 (or if greater, the total certified 
actual moving expenses) in the case of 
business concerns or nonprofit organi
zations displaced as a result of land ac
quisitions under these programs. 

(E) Mass transit research and dem
onstrations: Further, I believe that 
progress will be most rapid and long 
lasting if the Federal Government con
tributes to economic and technological 
research in the field of urban mass 
transportation. These research activi
ties should be an integral part of the 
research program described later in this 
message. Important parts of this pro
gram should be carried out by the 
Housing Administrator directly, through 
contract with other Federal agencies, pri
vate research organizations, universities 
and other competent bodies, or through 
the allocation of funds to local public 
agencies for approved programs. · 

To facilitate this approach, I recom
mend that the $25 million authorized 
last year for demonstration grants be 
made available for broad research and 
development undertakings', as well as 
demonstration projects, which have gen
eral applicability throughout the Nation. 
That amount, plus an additional $10 
million from the proposed capital grant 
funds for each of the years 1963, 1964, 
and 1965 should suffice for these pur
poses. These f~nds, together with re
search funds available under the 
Federal-aid highway program, can con
tribute to substantial advances in urban 
transportation. 

(F) Interstate compacts: Finally, 
since transportation in many urban 
areas is an interstate problem, I recom
mend that legislation be enacted to give 
congressional approval in advance for 
interstate compacts for the establish
ment of agencies to carry out transpor
tation and other regional functions in 
urban areas extending across State lines. 

PART III. INTERNATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 

We should endeavor, to the maximum 
extent feasible, to (a) gear international 
transportation investment to the re
quirements of our peacetime interna
tional trade and travel, and (b) provide 
incentives to users that will channel 
traffic to those forms of transportation 
that provide desirable service at the 
lowest total cost. The most critical 
problems associated with these policies 
are in the national defense area. De
termination must be made as to wheth
er the number and types of ships and 
aircraft adequate to meet long-range 
peacetime needs are also adequate to 
meet probable military emergencies, and 
if they are not, how best to meet these 
additional requirements. 

(A) Merchant marine: In the Mer
chant Marine Act of 1936, the U.S. Gov
ernment made a new start on the vexing 
problems of the American merchant ma
rine in the face of repeated failure to 
improve its condition both before and 
after World War I. Subsequently, other 
aids in the form of cargo preference leg
islation, various trade-out, trade-in, 
and tax incentives devised to stimulate 
new construction, and a mortgage insur
ance program with up to 87 ½ percent 
Federal guarantees were added to the ar
senal of protection against the industry's 
exposure to low-cost foreign competition. 

In spite of these aids, subsidies re- · 
quired for both construction and opera
tions under the 1936 act have steadily 
increased. Operating subsidies will rise 
from $49 million in 1950 to over $225 
million in 1963. Ship construction costs 
in U.S. yards are now approximately 
double those in Japanese and German 
yards. For · this reason and because of 
an acceleration of the program begin
ning in 1956 to replace war-built cargo 
ships, Federal expenditures for new ship 
construction will rise to a postwar high 
of $112 million in 1963. 

At my request, the Secretary of Com
merce has undertaken a study of the 
current problems of the American mer
chant marine. This review will involve 
such specific issues as the state of coastal 
and intercoastal shipping and the costs 
of service to our noncontiguous terri
tories. It will also consider more fun
damental questions of long-term adjust
ment: Are the criteria adopted in 1936 
as guides to the establishment of essen
tial trade routes and services relevant 
for the future? Are there alternatives 
to the existing techniques for providing 
financial assistance which would bene
fit (a) the public in terms of better serv
ice and lower rates and (b) the operators 
in terms of higher profits, more freedom 
for management initiative, and more in
centive for privately financed research 
and technological advance? What re
search and development efforts are most 
likely to increase the competitiveness of 
our merchant marine? Can defense 
readiness requirements be met ade
quately by greater reliance on the reserve 
fleet and the ships of our allies under 
NATO agreements? Would a smaller 
reserve fleet be adequate? Are the in
ternational arrangements pursuant to 
which world shipping operations are car
ried on conducive to the stability of the 
industry, fair but effective competition 
and adequate service? 

I have also asked the Secretary of De
fense to provide the Secretary of Com
merce with estimates, under a range of 
assumptions as to military emergencies, 
of what active and reserve tonnages of 
merchant shipping should be maintained 
in the interest of national security. In 
addition, I have established a Cabinet 
level committee, chaired by the Secre
tary of Labqr, whose study will include 
the flags of convenience and cargo pref
erence issues. When the findings and 
conclusions · of these studies become 
available, I shall send to the Congress 
appropriate specific recommendations 
concerning our maritime program. 
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In the meantime, I have directed the 

Secretary of Commerce to implement 
fully section 212(d) of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, for securing prefer
ence to vessels of United States registry 
in the movement of commodities in our 
waterborne foreign commerce; and I 
have directed all executive branch agen
cies to comply fully with the purpose of 
our cargo preference laws. 

I have also recommended a stepped
up research program for developing ways 
and means of increasing the competitive 
efficiency of our merchant marine and 
related "industries. Of particular sig
nificance in this effort will be the appli
cation of the principles of mass produc
tion, and the standardization of ship 
types and ship components, for reduc
tion in the cost of new vessel construc
tion. Also, I am urging that sound de
velopment in technology and automation 
be applied to merchant shipping as 
rapidly as possible, fully recognizing and 
providing for the job equities involved, 
as a major program for enhancing the 
competitive capability of our merchant 
marine. 

(B) International aviation: An inter
departmental committee, headed by the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency, and including representatives 
from the Department of State, the De
partment of Defense, the Department of 
Commerce, the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
and the Bureau of the -Budget, was es
tablished at my direction last July to 
undertake a study of U.S. international 
air transportation policies and problems. 
· This study is presently underway, arid 
will be completed by late summer. Con
current with this policy study, the Bu
reau of the Budget is conducting a study 
of the organizational structure within 
which Government agencies carry out 
activities concerned with international 
aviation. Once these studies have been 
completed and evaluated, an admints
tration policy on international civil avia
tion will be enunciated, with responsi
bilities assigned to the agencies involved 
according to statutory requirements. 

PART IV. LABOR RELATIONS AND RESEARCH 

(A) Labor relations: Technological 
advance in transportation must be ex
plored and developed if we are to meet 
growing requirements .for the movement 
of people and goods. New equipment 
often requires new skills, sometimes dis
places labor, and often requires retrain
ing or relocation of manpower. An 
overall reduction in manpower require
ments in transportation is not inevitable, 
however; and the new Manpower De
velopment and Training Act will help 
those transportation workers in need of 
new jobs or new skills. 

For the long-range benefit of labor, 
management, and the public, collective 
bargaining in the transportation indus-
try must promote efficiency as well as 
solve problems of labor-management re
lations. . Problems of job assignments, 
work rules, and other employment poli
cies must be dealt with in a manner that 
will both encourage increased productiv
ity and recognize the job equities which 
are affected by technological change. 
The Government also has an obligation 

to develop policies and provide assist
ance to labor and management consist
ent with the above objectives. 
· (B) Research: To understand the 

increasingly complex transportation 
problems of the future, to identify the 
relationships of social, economic, admin
istrative and technical factors involved, 
to translate scientific knowledge into 
transportation engineering practice, to 
weigh the merits of alternative systems, 
and to formulate new, improved and 
consistent policies-we need inf orma
tion that can evolve only from a vigor
ous, continuous and coordinated pro
gram of research. Yet, in the field of 
transportation where we have many 

program for the Government for later 
consideration by the Congress. Once 
such a coordinated and policy-oriented 
research program is underway, it will 
produce a flow of information of the 
kind that we must have to implement a 
comprehensive public policy on trans
portation. 

Improved statistics for private and 
Government use are also urgently 
needed. The 1963 budget repeats a re
quest made by the previous administra
tion for funds to prepare for a census of 
transportation. This census will make 
an important beginning to supplying 
these much-needed data. I urge early 
favorable action on this request. 

unfulfilled opportunities, research has coNcLusxoN 

been fragmented, unsteady, inadequate The troubles in our transportation sys-
in scope and balance. tem are deep; and no just and compre-

Scientific and engineering research hensive set of goals-which meets all the 
will bring to all forms of transportation needs of each mode of transportation as 
the benefits of new high strength, low well as shippers, consumers, taxpayers,· 
cost and durable materials, compact and and the general public-can be quickly · 
economical powerplants, new devices to or easily reached. But few areas of pub
increase safety and convenience-im- lie concern are more basic to our prog
provements which have characterized ress as a nation. The Congress and all 
the development of jet-propelled air- citizens, as well as all Federal agencies, 
craft. Experiments in the maritime field have an increasing interest in and an 
have resulted in the development of a increasing responsibility to be aware of 
nuclear powered merchant ship, the the shortcomings of existing transporta
N.S. Savannah, which has already be- tion policies; and the proposals con
gun test cruises, and a hydrofoil ship, tained in this message are intended to 
the Dennison, which is nearing trial be a constructive basis for the exercise of 
runs. Transportation on land, as well · that responsibility. 
as in the air and on the seas, can bene- . The difficultly and the complexity of 
fit from accelerated scientific research. these basic troubles will not correct 

Economic and policy research will im-. themselves with the mere passage of 
prove knowledge about the functioning time. On the contrary, we cannot af
of our transportation system as a whole forci to delay further. Facing up to the 
and about the interrelation of the major realities of the situation, we must begin 
branches of the industry. It should to make the painful decisions necessary 
consider the new demands for trans- to providing the transportation system 
portation, the changing markets and required by the United States of today 
products being handled, and the need and tomorrow. 
for speed and safety. For instance, JOHN F. KENNEDY. 
such research can consider the handling THE WHITE HousE, April 5, 1962 . 
of freight as a system beginning in the 
shipper's plant and ending with the 
delivery of goods to the very doors of 
his customers-using new packaging, 
containerization and cargo handling 
methods that will take full advantage 
of new economies and convenience. 

Taking advantage of new techniques 
that would provide convenience and ef
ficiency, we must consider the impact of 
different forms of transportation in
vestment on economic development; we 
must combine and integrate systems to 
take ap.vantage of the maximum bene
fits of each mode of travel; we must 
now consider the Nation's transporta
tion network as an articulated and 
closely linked system rather than an un
coordinated set of independent entities. 

Just as a transport system must be 
built and operated as a whole, the differ
ent areas of transportation research must 
be coordinated within an overall con
cept. With the advice and assistance of 
the heads of the principal Federal agen
cies concerned with transportation and 
members of my own staff, the Secretary 
of Commerce is undertaking a broad 
evaluation · of research needs in trans
portation and of the appropriate meth
ods to meet these needs. I look to the 
Secretary of Commerce to develop a 
comprehensive · transportation research 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNM;ENT UNTIL 
MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate adjourns tonight, it adjourn un-· 
til 12 o'clock noon on Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR ARMED FORCES, 1963 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 1279, H.R. 
9751. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
9751) to a•.ithorize appropriations dur
ing fiscal ~'ear 1963 for aircraft, missiles, 
and naval vessels for Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Armed Services; with an 
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amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That funds are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated during fiscal year 1963 for the 
use of the Armed Forces of the United States 
for procurement of aircraft, missiles, and 
naval vessels, as authorized by law, in 
amounts as follows: 

AmCRAFT 
For aircraft: For the Army, $218,500,000; 

for the Navy and Marine Corps, $2,134,-
600,000; for the Air Force, $3,626,000,000, of 
which amount $491,000,000 is authorized only 
for the production planning and long lead
time procurement of an RS-70 weapon sys
tem: Provided, That eftective July 1, 1962, 
restrictions on the fund authorization con
tained in Public Law 87-53, approved June 
21, 1961, for the procurement of aircraft, will 
no longer apply. 

MISSll.ES 
For missiles: For the Army, $558,300,000; 

for the Navy, $930,400,000; for the Marine 
Corps, $22,300,000; for the Air Force, $2,500,-
000,000. 

NAVAL VESSELS 
For naval vessels: For the Navy, $2,979,-

200,000. 
SEC. 2. Section 412 (b) of Public Law 86-

149 is amended to read as follows: 
"(b) No funds may be appropriated after 

December 31, 1960, to or for the use of any 
armed force of the United States for the pro
curement of aircraft, missiles, or naval ves
vels, or after December 31, 1962, to or for 
the use of any armed force of the United 
States for the research, development, test, or 
evaluation of aircraft, missiles, or naval ves
sels, unless the appropriation of such funds 
has been authorized by legislation enacted 
after such dates." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
there is no intention of proceeding with 
the consideration of the bill tonight; it 
will be the pending business of the Sen
ate on Monday. There will be no yea
and-nay votes on Monday. If there is 
a possibility that the bill may be passed 
on that day, it will be passed. If the 
bill is not passed on Monday, I hope it 
may be passed on the following day, 
Tuesday. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE 
TO FILE REPORT DURING AD
JOURNMENT 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations may file a 
rePort on the Peace Corps bill while the 
Senate is in adjournment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, fol

lowing the consideration of H.R. 9751, 
it is the intention of the leadership to 
call up Calendar No. 1227, H.R. 3008, 
for the relief of Hom Hong Hing, also 
known as Tommy Joe; and tentatively 
Calendar No. 1195, S. 4, to provide for 
the establishment of the Padre Island 
National Seashore. 

USE OF CIVIL SERVANTS AS 
LOBBYISTS 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, yesterday Mr. Charles Shu
man, president of the American Farm 

Bureau Federation, very properly ex
pressed strong objection to tbe recent 
action by the Kennedy administration 
in spending $75,000 of the taxpayers' 
money for the purpose of bringing mem
bers of the State ASC committees to 
Washington for the purpose of lobbying 
for the Kennedy farm program. 

I commend Mr. Shuman for denounc
ing this arrogant attempt of the admin
istration to use civil servants as lobby
ists for his legislative program. I ask 
unanimous consent to have Mr. Shu
man's press release condemning this ac
tion printed in the RECORD, as well as 
an editorial published in today's Wash
ington Daily News entitled "Unlawful 
Farm Lobby," and an editorial published 
in today's Washington Post and Times 
Herald, entitled "Career Men as Advo
cates?" 

There being no objection, the press 
release and editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., April 4.-American 
Farm Bureau President Charles B. Shuman 
today protested to President Kennedy the use 
of taxpayers' money to propagandize tax
payers' representatives in Congress. 

Mr. Shuman noted that members of State 
agricultural stablllzation and conservation 
(ASC) committees had been summoned to 
Washington-at taxpayers expense-for a 2-
day meeting on April 3 and 4 to instruct 
them on administration farm legislation. He 
estimated the total travel and per diem cost 
at about $75,000, and charged that some of 
the ASC men have been looking up their 
Congressmen. 

In a telegram to President Kennedy, Mr. 
Shuman stated: "We protest as improper, 
the use of public funds for paying travel and 
per diem expenses of State ASC committee
men at a secret meeting called in Washing
ton by the Secretary of Agriculture." He 
added: "One apparent purpose of the meet
ing was to_ develop a propaganda campaign 
and to lobby Members of Congress in sup
port of the administration farm bill. Even 
if they had paid their own expenses, organ
ized lobbying by Government employees is a 
dangerous and deplorable practice." 

Mr. Shuman called the meeting "the latest 
exercise of the administration's rather fright
ening technique of using Federal funds and 
Federal employees to promote Federal pro
grams and even proposed legislation for Fed
eral programs. 

"Alongside such a massive and expensive 
propaganda campaign to bury all opposition,'' 
Mr. Shuman said, "the nickels and dimes of 
voluntary organizations are small change." 

ASC committees are U.S. Department of 
· Agriculture representatives in the States and 
counties who administer Federal farm pro
grams. The State committees are appointed 
by the Secretary of Agriculture and serve at 
his pleasure. 

[From the Washington Daily News, Apr. 5 
1962] 

UNLAWFUL FARM LOBBY 
By law, members of State committees set 

up to supervise farm acreage allotments are 
prohibited from lobbying for specific farm 
legislation. But apparently this law doesn't 
mean much to President Kennedy or to 
Orville Freeman, his Secretary of Agriculture. 

To begin with, it was unusual enough for 
the administration to "invite the committee
men-who really are political appointees to 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva
tion Committee-to Washington at taxpayer 
expense. The American Farm Bureau thinks 
the 2-day shindig yesterday and the day 
before will cost you and me $75,000. Some 
of the guests even flew first class, a practice 

now discontinued by many American corpo
rations because a tourist-class airplane seat 
is about as comfortable and is cheaper. 

Then after they arrived, the President sug
gested to the committeemen ("delicately," 
one wire service commented) they use their 
stay to lobby for his farm bill. "We hope 
you will see Members of Congress and ac
quaint them and the Senators. We don't 
want them to be * • • lonesome." 

Coming from the boss himself, this sounds 
like a direct order to fl.out the law. 

It also sounds as if the Kennedy-Freeman 
farm bill is in trouble. This is good. It 
should be defeated, because it is too costly 
and (probably more important) because it 
won't solve our farm problems. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1962) 
CAREER MEN AS ADVOCATES? 

Senator WILLIAMS has good reason to com
plain about the ruling of Chairman John 
W. Macy, Jr., of the Civil Service Commis
sion, to the effect that career officials may 
explain the position of the administration 
on proposed legislation before interested 
public groups. The ruling clearly suggests 
that professionals in the career service may 
be used by the administration to support its 
legislative program before Congress. If civil 
servants are drawn into such controversies, 
they will obviously lose their standing as 
neutral public servants and thus become 
vulnerable to political attack when there 
is a change of administrations. 

The impropriety of drawing career men 
into controversies over pending legislation 
becomes obvious from the ruling of Attorney 
General Robert Kennedy on this subject. 
The Attorney General says that, although 
it is legally permissible for a Government 
employee to explain the administration's 
view, it would be a "serious impropriety 
and a distinct breach of his duty as a career 
official to use his official position publicly to 
oppose the policy of the administration he 
serves." Of this latter statement there can 
be no doubt. Only chaos could result from 
career employees running around to ad
dress public groups in opposition to what 
the administration is asking Congress to do. 

How can it reasonably be argued, then, 
that such employees should speak up in 
favor of the President's program? If they 
are to address public groups at all on pend
ing legislation, surely they should be free 
to express their candid views. The only 
reasonable course is for them to remain aloof 
from political controversies if they wish to 
retain their standing as career men in the 
Government service. Explanation of the 
President's program is the business of policy
making employees who do not work under 
the inhibitions of the career service. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
HOME RULE 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sub
mit, for appropriate reference, an 
amendment to the District of Columbia 
home rule bill which I have introduced. 
The RECORD should contain this brief 
explanation, because the bill probably 
will be acted upon within the next week 
or 10 days. 

My amendment seeks to modify one 
section of the home rule bill in its orig
inal form and in the form in which it 
had been introduced by me and the late 
Senator Matthew Neely, of West Vir
ginia. My amendment seeks to modify 
one section of my home rule bill. 

Mr. President, my bill in its original 
form, and also in the form in which it 
was introduced by the late Senator Matt 
Neely, of West Virginia, provides for 
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nine councilmen for the District of Co
lumbia, to be selected from three wards, 
but with the vote to be citywide. 

I have made a rather comprehensive 
study of the practices in municipalities 
across the country, as regards the elec
tion of councilmen. I find that in an 
overwhelming majority of the cities the 
councilmen are elected on a ward basis 
by the residents of the wards from which 
they come. 

I have also checked into a good many 
things in connection with this subject 
matter in the field of municipal govern
ment; and I find that it seems to be the 
overwhelming consensus on the part of 
the authorities that the election of coun
cilmen on the basis of participation by 
the citizens of the wards gives the best 
participation by the people in their gov
ernment, in connection with the prob
lems which arise in connection with the 
government of the cities, ward by ward. 

Therefore, I have offered this amend
ment, for appropriate reference to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia; 
and I modify my bill accordingly. 

I think the amendment is a sound 
one; and I hope the amendment will be 
incorporated in the bill which :finally is 
reported from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

SERVING OF ALCOHOLIC BEVER
AGES IN THE SENATE WING OF 
THE CAPITOL OR THE SENATE 
OFFICE BUILDINGS 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, yester

day I assured the Senate that today I 
would submit a resolution dealing with 
a very delicate problem which I discussed 
2 days ago, and again yesterday
namely, the problem of permitting the 
serving of hard liquor in the Senate wing 
of the Capitol or in the Senate Office 
Buildings, at official or semiofficial af
fairs or at affairs which really are con
ducted under the permission of the Sen
ate. 

I have prepared such a resolution. It 
reads as follows: 

Resolved, That rule XXXIV of the Stand
ing Rules of the Senate (relating to Regu
lation of the Senate Wing of the Capitol) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

"3. The serving Of alcoholic beverages 
shall not be permitted within any portion of 
the Senate Wing of the Capitol, or any por
tion of any office building set aside for the 
use of the Senate, other than a room or suite 
which is assigned for occupancy by a Mem
ber or officer of the Senate for the transac
tion of the business of his office. As used 
in this paragraph, the term 'alcoholic bever
age• means any alcoholic beverage contain
ing more than 24 per centum of alcohol by 
volume." 

Mr. President, I ask that the resolu
tion be held at the desk until the close 
of the business of the Senate next Tues
day, if the Senate meets on that day; 
or until the close of the business of the 
Senate next Wednesday, in case the 
Senate does not meet next Tuesday, or 
until the close of the business of the 
Senate next Thursday, in case the Sen
ate does not meet on either Tuesday 
or Wednesday of next week; and I ask 
that the resolution remain at the desk 

that long, available for cosponsorship by 
other Members of the Senate who may 
wish to join in sponsoring it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall be 
very brief in my comments about the 
resolution; but, because I think it will 
have some bearing on the matter of 
cosponsorship, I wish to make this,state
ment tonight about the resolution: 

To my great pleasure, although my 
surprise, a very large number of Sen
ators-and, Mr. President, in my judg
ment, when one uses the word "large" 
in connection with the Senate, it means 
at least a dozen or more Senators-at 
least a dozen or more Senators have 
come to me, today, and have said to me
and now I paraphrase their statements, 
but do so accurately: "WAYNE, if you 
ever get a vote on your resolution, I 
will vote for it, because you are dead 
right." 

Several Senators spoke to me about a 
most unfortunate incident which ap
parently occurred last night in the 
Capitol, after permission was obtained 
to use some facilities of the building 
for a reception in connection with the 
Cherry Blossom Festival; and the 
facilities could not have been obtained 
except by the intervention of a Senator. 
There were taken into that reception 
three cases of hard liquor; and appar
ently the resulting drinking was of such 
a nature that it has caused a consider
able amount of adverse comment and has 
caused embarrassment to the Senator 
involved. 

I warn the Senate that this practice, 
which has developed in the last 2 or 3 
years, is going to rise to plague and em
barrass this body if we do not put a stop 
to it right now; and it is going to re
sult in a public reaction in this coun
try-once the American people come to 
understand the situation-that will, and 
should, do great damage to the prestige 
of the Senate because the Ameri
can people have every right to re
sent a policy of the Senate which, in 
effect, turns the Capitol and the Sen
ate Office Buildings into a saloon 
on those occasions when these drinking 
parties-and I understand that the af
fair last night could better be described 
as a drinking bout or brawl-occur in 
buildings paid for and maintained by 
the taxpayers of the United States. 

Mr. President, in my judgment this 
is wrong. If Senators want to give 
drinking parties, there are places where 
they can give them; they can rent recep
tion rooms at hotels. But I, for one
and I am satisfied that millions of Amer
icans will agree with me-do not think 
the Capitol of the United States, or the 
part of it over which the Senate has ju
risdiction, or the Senate Office Buildings, 
insofar as these public rooms are con
cerned, should be desecrated by the serv
ing of hard liquor at so-called official or 
semiofficial Senate affairs. 

Let me warn the Senate about another 
problem that will come up. Some prohi
bition is going to have to be placed upon 
this matter. Some system will have to 
be set up for the giving of consent or 
the denying of consent for the use of 

these facilities. The legislative repre
sentative of one of the very large indus
tries of this country came to me, today, 
and said to me what these Senators have 
said. He said, "Senator, you are com
pletely right about the position you are 
taking in regard to the use of the public 
rooms of the Capitol and the Senate Of
fice Buildings for affairs at which hard 
liquor is served." He said, "Let me tell 
you what you will be confronted with if 
you don't get this stopped." He pointed 
out to me that this could not be done 2 or 
3 years ago; but he said, ''You are going 
to have one industrial or commercial 
group after another start putting pres
sure upon a Senator or both Senators 
from their States, in order to get the 
Vandenberg Room or the new reception 
room or the Caucus Room or some other 
room made available for the holding of 
what will be called a reception, using 
that Senator or group of Senators as the 
official sponsors of the affair, but the 
money that will supply the liquor will 
come from the lobbyists, and they will 
use these social affairs in their attempts 
to proselyte the affairs of their industries 
within the Senate of the United States. 
How are you going to stop that? Where 
are you going to draw the line?" 

Another Senator came to me today and 
said, "You know what this is going to 
lead to? Yesterday a constituent of 
mine came to me and asked me if I could 
not get the use of the new reception 
room in the Capitol for a reception for 
the wedding of his daughter." He said, 
"You know what that reception would 
involve." He said, "I feel I can turn 
that one down, but you are going to get 
into many areas where it is going to be 
difficult to draw the line." 

Let me say to the Rules Committee 
that it will have a job, if it does not stop 
this, in preparing rules and regulations 
that we Senators can follow when re
quests are made for the use of these 
rooms for one purpose or another. 

My solution is a direct and simple one, 
impartial and uniform in its applicabil
ity. The answer is going to be a flat, 
"No, you cannot use any of these rooms 
for any affair, if part of the purpose of 
the affair is to serve hard liquor for the 
function." 

You will be surprised, Mr. President, 
how that would reduce the requests for 
the use of the rooms. TelJ them to go 
to the hotels. Let me say, somewhat 
facetiously and goodnaturedly, that I 
should obtain a great deal of support for 
my resolution from private enterprises in 
the District of Columbia, hotel associa
tions and everybody else that might rent 
rooms for receptions and affairs of the 
nature of which we are coming to give 
here in the Capitol and in the Senate 
Office Buildings. 

Mr. President, I shall put the resolu
tion on the desk, under the request that 
I have made, and I hope other Senators 
will cosponsor it. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] has already indicated 
that he will. I think the other Senator 
from South Carolina may. 

I have a word of plea for the Rules 
Committee. I was a little surprised to 
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hear so many of my colleagues say, "You 
will never get it out of the Rules Com
mittee." 

That raises another issue, Mr. Presi
dent. It raises another parliamentary 
issue as to whether or not, when a Sena
tor, or a group of Senators, offers a 
resolution or a bill to be considered by 
any committee of the Senate, he or they 
may be confronted with an attitude ·in 
this body that it will be bottled up in 
that committee. I think the Rules Com-

. mittee will give, by a very early date, a 
clear answer to that charge, because 
that charge is a reflection on every mem
ber of the Rules Committee, and I think 
it is an unwarranted reflection. 

When that argument was made to 
me, and I named members of the Rules 
Committee, I said, "Don't tell me that 
these colleagues would resort to that sort 
of parliamentary tactic to prevent this 
resolution from getting to the floor of 
the Senate for a vote." 
· I say to the Rules Committee that that 
is a common charge, and I think it 
ought to be answered very quickly by 
getting this resolution back to the floor 
of the Senate, once it is referred to com
mittee, for early debate and vote. 

This is the type of resolution on which 
there does not have to be a very long 
hearing, We know pretty well, as indi
vidual Senators, whether we are for or 
against this proposition, whether or not, 
as Senators, we think the public policy 
ought · to be or ought not to be making 
available the public rooms of the Capitol 
and the Senate Office Buildings for 
drinking parties, to put it bluntly. 

If I should ever find myself in a posi
tion where any resolution or bill of mine 
were being bottled up by any committee, 
I think every member of such a com
mittee knows that the senior Senator 
from Oregon has not been a student of 
the rules of the Senate for 18 years to 
take that kind of strategy or tactic 
against him lightly. I have sufficient 
confidence that the rules of the Senate 
can be so applied, if I run into that kind 
of opposition, that we shall probably be 
able to get the matter before the Senate 
for a vote by use of other rules of the 
Senate, if necessary. But I am not go
ing to assume that that is ever going to 
be necessary, for I have complete faith 
in the fairness of the members of the 
Rules Committee; and I am satisfied 
that when the resolution goes to the 
committee, it will come back to the :floor 
of the Senate either with a favorable 
or adverse report, and the Rules Com
mittee will say in effect, "We are willing 
to let this matter of policy be deter
mined by the Senate." 

It is in that spirit that I send the reso
lution to the desk, under the terms that 
I have offered it, and I hope, when the 
period for the signing of ~osponsors has 
run out, we shall find there are several 
names on the resolution as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 325) submitted 
by Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr. JOHN
STON, and Mr. THURMOND)' was received 
and referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

PRAISE ~OR MRS. KENNEDY'S 
GOOD-WILL TOUR 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
invite my colleagues' attention to a re
cent broadcast by the noted commenta
tor, Alex Dreier, in regard to Mrs. Jac
queline Kennedy's good-will tour. 

Mr. Dreier voices the opinion, shared 
by the overwhelming majority of the 
American people, that Mrs. Kennedy per
formed a valuable service to her country 
by making the trip. 

Those few individuals who have at
tempted to discredit our First Lady's trip 
are finding out to their dismay that such 
attacks are being considered for what 
they are, mean and petty sniping at a 
great lady who represented our country 
so well. 

I only wish that we could have more 
such ambassadors of good will to help 
erase the false image of America which, 
most unfortunately, too many people of 
other lands have. 

I join in saluting the First Lady for the 
service she rendered to our country by 
this arduous trip, 

I ask unanimous consent that Alex 
Dreier's radio broadcast appear at this 
point in the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the broad
cast was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMMENTARY BY ALEX DRIER 

The hue and cry against Jacqu~line Ken
nedy's good will trips-and admittedly, it 
is more sniping than hue,ing and crying
is reminiscent of some of Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt's earlier junkets here, there, and 
everywhere. 

Every anti-F.D.R. columnist in the coun
try made jokes about Mrs. Roosevelt's trips. 
But everywhere she went that curious, ideal
istic, and dedicated lady made friends for 
her country. 

I believe that Jacqueline Kennedy is doing 
the very same thing, making friends for the 
United States. And her assets are obvious: 
She is charming, she is beautiful, she is per
fectly groomed, she is obviously cultured and 
conducts herself with grace and dignity. 

What could be more frustrating to the 
political opponents of President Kennedy. 
Many of these, of course, were certain that 
wife Jacqueline was going to be anything but 
an asset to her husband. They had com
plained that Kennedy himself was too young 
when he was campaigning. But grudgingly 
they conceded that he had suddenly grown 
older after those now famous TV debates. 
But they still had Mrs. Kennedy's youth 
to hang their prejudiced hats on. As one 
slightly reckless observer of the modern 
scene put it, "Who needs a young woman 
in the latest fashions visiting these under
developed countries where there are so many 
poor people?" It's a good question, and I 
think the answer is "We do." The proof of 
the pudding is in the eating. Mrs. Kennedy 
was a tremendous success everywhere she 
went. And don't kid yourself about the 
poor people. They don't expect to see Presi
dent's wives in rags any more than they 
expect to see their own rulers and public 
officials in rags. 

One of the more ridiculous charges lev
eled at Mrs. Kennedy has been that she 
hasn't got out and mixed with the people. 
This is one of the most inane assertions 
we've ever heard of. What ruler of any coun
try ever gets out and actually mixes with the 
])eople? Local security never allows it. A 
'Khrushchev or a Kennedy-or their wives 
and ·publlc offlcials--are guarded by legions 
of sharp-eyed security men. 

Once any public official-or his wife or 
family-has reached a certain status, his 
freedom to mix with John and Mary Doe in 
any country, is gone forever. 

I think Mrs. Kennedy is doing a fine job 
of representing her country. She is no aver
age American, and nobody ever thought she 
was. She is the President's wife, and she 
looks and dresses and acts the part. Nobody 
expects more, and few could expect less of 
her than that. 

If 'Jacqueline Kennedy were Mrs. Nixon
or Mrs. Anybody Else-we would be happy 
to see her making the trips she has made . 
In far too many places we have the unde
served reputation of being a warlike nation. 
Sending a pretty, youthful young lady abroad 
is one of the best ways in the world to dis
pel that fiction. 

What very well m ay be griping some col
umnists and commentators is that when 
1964 rolls around they not only are going to 
have to beat ·John Kennedy, they are also 
going to have to beat Jacqueline Kennedy. 
And it's going to be a tough daily double to 
beat, trips or no trips. 

TRIAL OF PRISONERS OF WAR BY 
THE GOVERNMENT OF CUBA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr . .President, the 
Fidel Castro's Cuban state prosecutor, 
according to press dispatches, has told 
us what the recent courtyard trial in 
Havana is really all about. 

Every fairminded person and every 
Member of the Senate will reject these 
and other such crass attempts to brand 
the United States as the real defendant 
in Havana. Nevertheless, we are deeply 
concerned over the plight of the nearly 
1,200 men now awaiting the verdict of 
Cuban justice. Our heart goes out to 
them. We gave them supplies and we 
helped make possible their training. 
They sought to free their country from 
the grip of dictatorship. It was an act 
of heroism and patriotism. 

These facts are well known to all of 
us. I will not rub salt into old wounds 
by discussing whether we should or 
should not have taken this or that course 
of action. Such speculation belongs to 
history. 

My purpose in speaking today is three
fold: First, to remind us that we cannot 
and will not disavow the brave men cap
tured at Playa Giron last year; second, 
to commend these men for their honor
able and dignified comportment at the 
mass trial in Havana. They have be
haved like brave men. There was no 
repetition of the Moscow show trials of 
the 1930's, when the defendants outdid 
themselves to confess their alleged guilt 
and to make up crimes of which they 
were not even accused. No; the brave 
Cuban exiles have conducted themselves 
as courageous and dedicated patriots of 
their beloved Cuba and the cause of 
freedom. 

Finally, I want to add my voice to the 
chorus of appeals from statesmen and 
leaders throughout our hemisphere for 
humane and lenient treatment of the 
prisoners. In particular, I wish to com
mend the Council of the Organization of 
American States for the resolution it 
passed last Thursday, on the initiative 
of the Foreign Minister of the Domini
can Republic, appealing for a just and 
-impartial trial. 
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I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD, at the conclusion of my 
statement, this resolution together with 
the note of March 27 of the Dominican 
Secretary of State for Foreign Relations, 
Mr. Bonilla Atiles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it 

is particularly :fitting that the Domini
can Republic should have taken this 
humane initiative. It is a country which 
only recently has freed itself from a dic
tatorship of the right different only in 
form, and not in substance, from the 
totalitarian dictatorship of the left now 
governing its sister Republic of Cuba. 
No one should know better than the Do
minicians themselves the truth of the 
saying that "men for give what they have 
lost on the field of battle, but never what 
they have lost on the scaffold." 

For the sake of the prisoners and their 
relatives, for the sake of justice and re
spect for international law, Premier 
Castro should take these words to heart 
while he ponders the sentences to be im
posed on his 1,179 prisoners. 

EXHIBIT 1 
TRIAL OF PRISONERS OF WAR BY THE GOVERN

MENT OF CUBA 

(Resolution adopted by the Council at the 
special meeting held on March 29, 1962) 
The Council of the Organization of Amer

ican States, 
Considering: 
The grave concern in all sectors of the 

American community over the trials that 
the Government of Cuba has begun of the 
prisoners of war captured at the time of 
the expedition at Playa Gir6n; and 

The note that the Secretary of State for 
Foreign Relations of the Dominican Re
public addressed to the Chairman of the 
Council March 27, in which he requests the 
making of an "appeal to public opinion and 
to the conscience of the peoples of America 
to aid in insuring to those prisoners, taken 
in an act of war, all of the measures that 
might assist in their defense, and very par
ticularly those that refer to the impartiality 
with which they would be tried in regularly 
constituted courts and surrounded with the 
legal guarantees that are recognized as in
dispensable by civilized people," 

Resolves: 
1. To express, on behalf of the govern

ments and peoples of America, its strong 
hope that these trials may be conducted with 
the strictest -respect for human rights, and 
hence that the accused may be given the 
guarantees and resources established in the 
laws of this hemisphere. 

2. To acknowledge the contribution that 
the governments have made or may make, 
individually, toward achieving the humani
tarian aims sought through this resolution. 

3. To express its gratitude to the Inter
American Commission on Human Rights for 
the keen interest it has taken and is taking 
in the fate of the prisoners whose tri~l has 
begun. 

MARCH 29, 1962. 

NOTE ADDRESSED TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COUNCIL OF THE OAS BY THE SECRETARY , OF 
STATE FOR FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE 
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

DELEGATION OF THE DOMINICAN 

REPUBLIC TO THE ORGANIZATION 
OF AMERICAN STATES, 

Washington, March 27, 1962. 
Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have the honor to ad

dress you for the purpose of requesting that 
a special meeting of the Council of the Or":' 

ganization of American States be convened in 
conformity with article 9 of the regulations 
of that body, in order to submit to its con
sideration, in compliance with instructions 
that have been given to me by the President 
of the Republic and of the Council of State, 
a matter of the greatest importance and 
urgency. 

The matter to which I refer relates to the 
fate of the prisoners captured by the Govern
ment of Cuba on the occasion of the expedi
tion at Playa Gir6n in April of last year. In 
view of the -imminence of the initiation of 
the trial by the Government of Cuba, the 
Government of the Dominican Republic 
wishes to make a motion to the Council of 
the Organization that, in harmony with the 
lofty principles that gives form to the inter
American system and taking into account the 
standards of modern international law, it 
addrern an anxious appeal to public 
opinion and to the conscience of the peoples 
of America to aid in insuring to those prison
ers, taken in an act of war, all of the meas
ures that might assist in their defense, and 
very particularly those that refer to the im
partiality with which they would be tried in 
regularly constituted courts and surrounded 
with the legal guarantees that are recognized 
and indispensable by civilized people. 

Thus it ls not a question of any action 
by the Council of the Organization of Amer
ican states that might in any way affect 
the respective positions taken by the govern
ments with respect to the case of Cuba, but 
simply and plainly that, in view of the high 
status of that body and with all of its moral 
authority, to call attention to the grave 
concern of the peoples of America for the 
destiny of those prisoners. 

As our people eagerly desire social justice 
it is necessary for them to react whenever 
they look upon the uncertainty of the life 
and freedom that are its basis. It ls impos
sible for the Dominican people, who suffered 
in their own bodies the brutalities of the 
Trujillo tyranny, which had no respect for 
the life of the invaders of Puper6n, Con
stanza, Estero Hondo and Maim6n, to remain 
impassive before what could happen in Cuba, 
and they therefore make this fraternal ap
peal to the peoples of America through their 
representatives at the Organization of Amer
ican States. 

Ac.cept, sir, the renewed assurances of my 
highest consideration. 

J. A. BONILLA ATILES, 
Secretary of State for Foreign Rela

tions of the Dominican Republic. 

VISIT BY PRESIDENT GOULART OF 
BRAZIL 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
visit to this country by President Joao 
Goulart of Brazil has strengthened the 
ties of friendship which have long bound 
our nations and peoples together. We 
extend our sincere thanks and good 
wishes to President Goulart and the peo
ple of Brazil. 

President John F. Kennedy's return 
visit to Brazil this fall will, in tum, un
derline our appreciation of those ties, 
and recognize the great Brazilian Repub
lic's role of leadership in this hemisphere 
with her example of adherence to the 
most civilized principles of democracy. 

President Goulart, before a joint ses
sion of t:tie Congress, demonstrated his 
administration's understanding of the 
purposes and prospects of the alliance 
for progress. His remarks show Brazil's 
determination to move forward in our 
hemispµeric efforts for freedom and so
cial justice. 

President Goulart emphasized Brazil's 
adherence to Western democracy and 
her right to chart her own course in world 
affairs in accord with those principles, a 
right we recognize as sovereign and basic. 
He restated Brazil's desire for disarma
ment and peace, and indicated support 
for the disarmament controls necessary 
to assure progress toward these ends. 

I was pleased by the joint communique 
issued by the two Presidents and their 
declaration of support for a program of 
fair compensation for public utilities 
transferred to Brazilian ownership; and 
we note the program to assure opportu
nity for reinvestment in other segments 
of the Brazilian economy and the en
couragement of investment and indus
trial developments. 

The Presidential communique under
scored their support for a Latin Amer
ican Free Trade Area, and a world price 
stability for coffee, both achievements 
which would do much to strengthen and 
quicken the economic development to
ward which the alliance for progress is 
directed. 

The visit of President Goulart has pro
vided the opportunity for frank and use
ful exchanges of views between other 
officials of the two Governments. I men
tion in particular the opportunity for 
discussion of mutual foreign policy in
terests with Foreign Minister San Tiago 
Dantas and for talks with Finance Min
ister Walther Moreira Salles on Brazil's 
economic and :financial problems. 

Close cooperation between the United 
States and Brazil on all international 
matters is of vital interest to both coun
tries and the Western Hemisphere. The 
official visit of this friend from Brazil has 
served the cause of mutual understand
ing and hemispheric unity. President 
Goulart, by his humble and friendly 
manner, has gained the respect and ad
miration of the American people. 

We appreciate the candid, direct 
words of President Goulart, knowing this 
to be the manner of the closest of 
friends. We are able to take from his 
frankness a greater understanding of 
Brazil's problems, and our own. 

The Brazilian leader's visit here has 
been characterized by openness of ex
pression, mutual understanding, rededi
cation of basic principles, and obvious 
devotion to the kind of progress both 
our citizenry wish and demand. I sub
mit that no better indication of the 
great similarity between our peoples and 
countries is possible, and that we of the 
United States of America are grateful for 
this dramatization of an enduring 
friendship upon which we rely, and 
which we value gr:eatly. I ask unani
mous consent that the text of the com
munique of President Kennedy and Pres
ident Goulart be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
munique was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD. as follows: 
TEXT OF KENNEDY-GOULART COMMUNIQUE 

The meetings of the President of the 
United States of Brazil and the President of 
the United States of America during the 
past 2 days have been marked by a spirit 
of frankness, cordiality, and mutual under
standing. During their talks the two Presi-
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dents examined relations between their two 
countries with respect to topics of world
wide and hemispheric, as well as bilateral, 
concern. On the conclusion of these ex
tremely fruitful talks, they agreed to pub
lish the following joint communique: 

They reaffirm that the traditional friend
ship between Brazil and the United States 
has grown through the years as a conse
quence of the faithfulness of the Brazilian 
and the American peoples to common ideals 
of representative democracy and social 
progress, to mutual respect between the two 
nations, and to their determination that 
both Governments work together in the 
cause of peace and freedom. 

The two Presidents declared that political 
democracy, national independence and self
determination, and the liberty of the indi
vidual are the political principles which 
shape the national policies of Brazil and the 
United States. Both countries are joined 
in a worldwide effort to bring about the eco
nomic progress and social justice which are 
the only secure foundations for human free
dom. 

DISARMAMENT DISCUSSED 

The Presidents discussed the participation 
of their countries in the Geneva disarma
ment talks and agreed to continue to work to 
reduce world tensions through negotiations 
insuring progressive disarmament under 
effective international control. Resources 
freed as a result of such disarmament should 
be used for peaceful purposes which will 
benefit peoples everywhere. 

The two Presidents reaffirmed the dedica
tion of their countries to the inter-Ameri
can system and to the values of human 
dignity, liberty, and progress on which that 
system is based. They expressed their in
tention to strengthen the inter-American 
machinery for regional cooperation, and to 
work together to protect this hemisphere 
against all forms of aggression. They also 
expressed their concern that political crises 
in American nations be resolved through 
peaceful adherence to constitutional govern
ment, the rule of law, and consent of people 
expressed through the democratic processes. 

The Presidents reaffirmed their adherence 
to the principles of the charter of Punta del 
Este and their intention to carry forward the 
commitments which they assumed under 
that charter. 

They agreed on the need for rapid execu
tion of the steps necessary to make the Al
liance for Progress effective-national pro
graming to concentrate resources on high 
priority objectives of economic and social 
progress; institutional reforms, including re
form of the agrarian structure, tax reform, 
and other changes required to assure a broad 
distribution of the fruits of development 
among all sectors of the community; and 
international financial and technical assist
ance to accelerate the accomplishment of 
the goals of the Alliance for Progress. 

The President stressed the important role 
which trade unions operating under demo
cratic principles should play in advancing 
the goals of the Alliance for Progress. 

EACH STATES PURPOSES 

President Goulart stated the intention of 
the Government of Brazil to strengthen the 
machinery for national programing, selec
tion of priorities, and preparation of projects. 
President Kennedy indicated the readiness 
of the· U.S. Government to assign represent
atives to work closely with such Brazilian 
agencies to minimize delays in project selec
tion and the provision of external support. 

The Presidents noted with satisfaction the 
effective cooperation of the two Govern
ments in working out an agreement for 
large-scale U.S. support of the Brazilian 
Government's program for development of 
the northeast of Brazil. They expressed the 
hope that this program would provide a 
fruitful response at an early date to the 

aspirations of the hard-pressed people of 
that area for a better life. 

The President of Brazil stated the inten
tion of his government to maintain condi
tions of security which will permit private 
capital to perform its vital role in Brazilian 
economic development. The President of 
Brazil stated that in arrangements with the 
companies for the transfer of public utility 
enterprises to Brazilian ownership the prin
ciple of fair compensation with reinvestment 
in other sectors important to Brazilian eco
nomic development would be maintained. 
President Kennedy expressed great interest 
in this approach. 

The two Presidents discussed the efforts 
which .the Government of Brazil has under
taken for a program of financial recovery, 
aiming at holding down the cost of living 
and assuring a rapid rate of economic growth 
and social development in a context of a 
balanced economy. The Government of Bra
zil has already taken significant action un
der this program. 

The Presidents agreed that these efforts, 
effectively carried through, will mark an im
portant forward step under the Alliance 
for Progress. The Presidents welcomed the 
understanding recently reached between the 
Brazilian Finance Minister and the U.S. Sec
retary of the Treasury, under which the 
United States is providing support for the 
program which has been presented by the 
Government of Brazil. 

In order to promote the expansion of Latin
American resources, the two Presidents 
indicated their support for the Latin-Ameri
can free trade area and their intention to 
speed its development and strengthening. 

The two Presidents discussed the major 
aspects of the problem of raw materials and 
primary products. They decided to give full 
support to the competition of a worldwide 
agreement on coffee, which is now in process 
of negotiation. They will jointly support 
representation to the European Economic 
Community looking toward the elimination 
of excessive excise taxes which limit the 
sales of such products and custom dis
crimination which reduces the ready access 
to European markets for the basic products 
of Latin-American origin. 

In conclusion, the two Presidents agreed 
that their exchange of views had confirmed 
the close relations between their two Gov
ernments and Nations. President Kennedy 
reaffirmed his country's commitment to as
sist the Government of Brazil in its efforts 
to achieve its people's aspirations for eco
nomic progress and social justice. The two 
Presidents restated their conviction that the 
destiny of the hemisphere lay in the col
laboration of nations united in faith in in
dividual liberty, free institutions, and hu
man dignity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
invite the attention of Senators to an 
address by President Goulart, of Brazil, 
on March 23, 1962, prior to his visit to 
the United States, delivered at the 
American Chamber of Commerce lunch
eon, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
address may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
TRANSLATION PRESIDENT GOULART'S SPEECH ON 

MARCH 23, 1962, AT AMERICAN CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE LUNCHEON 

The honor that the American Chamber of 
Commerce bestows on me, at this time, in
viting me to participate in this luncheon in 
which its members, on the eve of my trip 
to the United States, are entertaining me 
with so much cordiality and so much es
teem, is a manifestation that greatly moves 
me and for which I wish immediately to 
express my gratitude. 

I understand the scope and meaning of 
this gathering. And as if I were already 
on the threshold of your great country, to 
which, despite specific differences that sepa
rate us, we are bound by ties of the most 
expressive tradition of good neighborliness, 
I will invoke your customary objectivity in 
order to use with you that direct, frank 
language that should be characteristic of 
the tone of relations between friends who 
wish and need to continue being friends. 

Opposed by temperament to the language 
of protocol, I prefer the dialog of charity 
and sincerity, even though it may seem, on 
superficial examination, less diplomatic and 
less courteous. 

I assure you that the Brazilian Govern
ment neither nourishes the least prejudice, 
nor cultivates any kind of preconception of 
ill will toward those who represent or defend 
the interests of foreign capital. 

Personally, I see in you gentlemen intelli
gent men of business who invest capital in 
our country and who, naturally, must obtain 
adequate remuneration for the financial re
sources so employed in order to cover the 
risks that you run. This is a matter of busi
ness, and it is a right that we fully recog
nize. But just as we acknowledge and are 
grateful for the pioneering activity of the 
great commercial complexes that help us to 
conquer and expand our internal market, in
troducing and diffusing new methods and 
new relations between buyer and seller, in 
the distant corners of our country as well as 
in the capitals, we are opposed to those who 
come and isolate themselves from the fel
lowship of the Brazilian community and try 
neither to understand nor to interpret our 
feelings and aspirations. 

With regard to investments, it is also nat
ural that they be protected by guarantees 
in order that they may be applied on a grow
ing scale. In sum, we wish to give to busi
nessmen the tranquility they need in order 
to work. In the same way, this tranquility 
must be maintained in an effective manner 
for Brazil, for the progress of our country. 

What you gentlemen cannot fail to con
sider also, and I am certain that you do it, is 
the matter of what is suitable to our coun
try, which should always be in the forefront. 

We believe that investments should be 
selected in the joint interest of Brazil and 
the investors, rigorously guaranteed, but also 
directed, with regard to their end result, 
to the path of what is most in keeping with 
our development policies. And in this con
nection it is certain that I would be neither 
truthful nor sincere with you if I were to 
tell you that, as a Brazilian and as the man 
having responsibility for the government, 
that I place every proposed type of invest
ment on the same plane. A proposal, !or ex
ample, to establish an industry to produce 
knickknacks, or some merely intermediary 
or speculative activity on the one hand; and 
on the other, some basic or necessary eco
nomic enterprise in which your know-how 
and your resources may fill the empty spaces 
of production indispensable to progress
these cannot represent the same thing. 

I acknowledge that, in classic terms, it is 
very logical for the investor to insist on his 
preference for the activity that will render 
him the most profit and that, to this end, he 
will try to employ his capital in such a way. 
We must all understand, however, that Brazil 
must reserve to herself the right to establish 
her own rules and that so long as she offers 
security, tranquillity, and profit potential to 
foreign investment, she must not forgo her 
prerogative to direct it in accordance with 
her development needs. 

Gentlemen (Americans or whatever other 
nationality you may be)-and I wish, in the 
awareness of the responsibility of my office, 
to make this declaration in the most un
equivocal manner-you may be sure that 
there does not exist any attitude of suspicion 
or prejudice toward the entry of foreign 
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capital that is sincerely disposed to help us in 
the fight for our economic emancipation. 

With regard to the return· of capital to the 
country of origin, or the remittance of prof
its, all you gentlemen should bear· in mind 
that this had to do with an operation that 
involves important national interests and 
that, therefore, it is not possible to proceed 
in a disorderly fashion. We have the sin
cerest concern about assuring guarantees to 
capital, in order that it continue with us, 
that it become a part of Brazil and remain 
here in the· :fight for our national develop
ment. 
- It is for this reason that in relation to this 
pro!?lem I spoke up in the last message that 
I sent to the Congress with respect to the 
need for a statute defining and insuring the 
limits for action of foreign capital, and ap
pealed for the finding of a just solution in 
the interest of Brazil. And ·such a solution 
will be that which seeks to eliminate xeno
phobia toward outside resources and ele
ments that collaborate honestly in our 
economic life, and also prevent exploitative 
action against our economy itself, which 
wishes to help and to be helped, but will 
never again be colonized. 

My conviction is that this is tJ:ie best way 
to find a common denominator that will be 
a stimulus to ·foreign capital that will al
ways and truly represent support and incen
tive to Brazil and its progress. We wish the 
investor to be comfortable in our country, 

. that he become wealthy, but that his enrich
ment result in, above all, the enrichment of 
Brazil and that it never represent our im
poverishment. I know that this is your 

· feeling also. 
Another point that I feel the obligation 

to take up at this meeting is that which 
refers to the sector of public services. 

We have had in the past the collaboration 
of foreign know-how, business capacity and 
capital, directed particularly to the sector 
of the carrying out of such services. Water 
supply and sewage systems in the large cities, 
railroads, electric power, streetcars, harbors, 
navigation, telephones, and many other pub
lic services in this country were the prod
ucts of the pioneering spirit of foreign 
enterprises which came to settle in Brazil 
and brought here skills and capital for the 
stimulation of our progress through the 
process of public service concessions. It is 
not to be denied that that process, in which 
private initiative and the public authority 
contracted to cooperate for the best pro
vision of services indispensable to the pub
lic, marked the first great experiment in the 
joining of public and private efforts toward 
the realization of great tasks, and that it 
produced fertile results. 

The truth forces us to confess, neverthe
less, that the evolution of circumstances con
tributed to the system's ending by exhaust
ing itself, leaving behind broad, vast areas 
of misunderstanding and friction among 
public opinion, concessionary authority, and 
the concessionaires, and by a very natural 

. phenomenon of transference, poisoned the 
very relations between our country and the 
foreign governments, especially the one 
most represented in this area, that of the 

. United States. 
Now is not the time, at this luncheon, to 

analyze the causes that led to such a situ
ation, among which the most dispassionate 
analyst would emphasize, principally after 
the abandonment of the so-called golden 
clause that was the attitude necessarily 
taken in defense of legitimate national inter
ests by the great President Getulio Vargas, 
the disharmony between rate schedules in an 
expanding inflationary economy and the in
contestable disinterest on the part .of cap
ital and investors in the amplification of 
these services, with the loss of their ca
pacity to expand and meet the development 
needs of the country. From all this resulted 

· the situation that may be corroborated by 
· anyone ·who examines it. Enterprises that 

played a significant role i~ the _econom_ic his
tory of our country are today frozen . in 
sectors fundamental to . our development 
Without the possipility of a~tending to the 
needs of our expanding economy and ·a grow
ing clientele for public services. Services 
and enterprises, therefore, begin to deterio
rate and become continually more deficient. 

No one can deny in good conscience that, 
save for rare exceptions, public service con
cessions in general work badiy in Brazil, 
work inadequately and in~uffl.ciently. 

And although it is admitted that the 
rates that they collect are not the most 
favorable, the truth is that the people, ill
served, retain their right to proclaim that 
they pay dearly, in relation to their purchas-
ing power, for bad service. . 

You gentlemen know that I and many 
others responsible for national policy have 
made such statements from public rostrums. 
And I did not change when I became Presi
dent; on the contrary, my conviction of the 
need for a solution to just popular com
plaints in this important sector was rein
forced. 

I am not a man to retreat from my posi
tions when I believe them to be right and 
when I believe that they reflect the popular 
interest. But neither do I wish, as one of 
those responsible for national tranquillity, 
as Chief of State, to cause you uneasiness or 
panic, which would only aggravate common 
difficulties in the present and in the future. 

In sum, gentlemen, I wish to be faithful 
to my past and to my convictions. I wish 
to meet the interests of the people halfway, 
without ever betraying my freely assumed 
commitments to them. I am certain, -how
ever, that these popular yearnings can be 
satisfied without provoking inadvisable re
actions here or abroad, .especially in the 
countries, the men and the groups which 
have invested or will invest in Brazil. I be
lieve that here, too, we can and must find a 
·common denominator that, while keeping in 
the foreground the interests of Brazil, will 
not ignore those of concessionaire enter
prises. 

Without bluster, but facing up to im
portant national interests, we can meet the 
people halfway, without trampling on those 
who live in our country and invest their 
capital here. If those public services, for 
various reasons, can no longer discharge their 
task of giving the public good service, if the 
companies themselves maintain that they 
are not obtaining satisfactory results, and 
since we wish that the capital that is now 
here continue here in untroubled areas 
where it can make its maximum contribu
tion to national progress, it will not be 
difficult to agree upon a solution, which satis
fying important national and popular in
terests, will not creat difficulties or injure 
investors or capital whatever their country 
of origin. And especially, gentlemen, when 
such questions involve the interests of two 
countries, which, because of their identifi
cation with the democratic ideal, have in 
this hour more than in any other an obli
gation to avoid misunderstandings and 
clashes in their daily relations, as is the case 
with the United States and Brazil, the prob
lem that presents itself is a simultaneous 
summons to the capacity for decision on the 
part of those governments, to their good 
sense, and to the capacity to understand on 
the part of the interested parties. 

I am sure that you will understand my 
language as that of a man of his times 
who, interested in preserving his ideals of 
a convinced democrat, knows that he can 
establish a dialogue of such a kind with 
the present Government of the United 
States, submitting himself to the percep
tion and sensitivity of a lea~er Qf the new 
generation who so many times has called for 
the formation of a world community, where 
freedom of decision will exist, · where· men 
can live in accordince with their own wishes, 
in conditions which will allow them to am-

plify their- economic opportunities and in
crease-social- justice, and where the nations 
can make their own decisions within the 
framework of their own cultures and 
traditions. · · 

In line with this understanding, I am 
certain that the Braziliar.. Government and 
people, whose democratic maturation has 
been well proved in recent times, will be 
~ble concretely . to demonstrate that they 
value and welcome, under conditions of 
security and incentive, foreign investment 
that comes to cooperate with us, as well as 
the investors themselves, who will be con
sidered our friends, and who will be 
i·equited. 

In accordance with this orientation, con
vinced that relations between states only 
!lourish in the measure that the respective 
peoples understand and incorporate them in 
the roots of their feelings, I can assure you 
that, as for me, I will spare no efforts to the 
end that, through eliminating obstacles, 
frank language, without subterfuge, will lead 
the people of Brazil and the people of the 
United States to an identity of aims in the 
field of their mutual . interests, since both, 
each in its own way, need no more than an 
effort to demonstrate that they believe 
in the democratic ideal as the irreplaceable 
instrument of action among free nations. 
· Gentlemen, with sincerity in our aims and 
without hidden motives, let us work together 
for the future and for the greatness of this 
country which wishes to see you tranquil, 
which wishes to see you involved in the fight 
we _are carrying out for the development and 
emancipation of our country-which wishes 
to see you tranquil in our Brazil, which 
wishes to see you ever more a part of our 
life, of our society, and of the extraordinary 
effort we are making for the development of 
this country, which also wishes to see its 
country and its children with a better life, 
wishes to see its children independent, 
within a country ever more sovereign, free 
and independent. 

AUTHORIZATIO~ FOR COMMITTEE 
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS TO FILE 
REPORT DURING RECESS 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Foreign 
Relations Committee may be authorized 
to file its report on the Peace Corps bill 
while the Senate is in recess or adjourn
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, Mr. 
President, earlier today I introduced for 
appropriate reference, an administration 
bill to authorize the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency to provide additional 
assistance for the development of com
prehensive and coordinated mass trans
portation systems in metropolitan and 
other urban areas. I ask unanimous 
consent that a section-by-section sum
mary of the bill be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks and 

. that the bill lie at the table through April 
10 so that other Senators who wish to 
cosponsor the measure may do so. 

Mr. President, this bill represents an 
important effort to carry on the begin
ning that was made last year with pas
sage of the Housing Act to help develop, 

· as the President stated: 
The comprehensive and balanced urban 

"transportation that is so vitally needed, not 
only to benefit local communities,· but to 
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assure more effective use of Federal funds 
available for other urban development and 
renewal programs. 

In his message to Congress President 
Kennedy said: 

To conserve and enhance values in exist
ing urban areas is essential. But at least as 
important are steps to promote economic 
efficiency and livability in areas of future de
velopment. In less than 20 years we can 
expect well over half of our expanded popu
lation to be living in 40 great urban com
plexes. Many smaller places will also experi
ence phenomenal growth. The ways that 
people and goods can be moved in these 
areas will have a major influence on their 
structure, on the efficiency of their economy, 
and on the availability for social and cultural 
opportunities they can offer their citizens. 
Our national welfare, therefore, requires the 
provision of good urban transportation, with 
the properly balanced use of private vehicles 
and modern mass transport to help shape as 
well as serve urban growth. 

It goes without saying that this legis
lation is the result of intensive and 
painstaking study by the administra
tion, Members of Congress, independent 
consultants, and interested organizations 
and individuals. In addition the Senate 
and the House have conducted extensive 
hearings on the subject for the last 2 
years. And, :finally, the legislation bears 
the imprint of the knowledge acquired 
by the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency in the administration of the $75 
million grant and loan programs enacted 
by Congress last June as part of the 
Housing Act. 

I am sure the Members of the Senate 
remember, with a strong sense of per
sonal loss, the contributions made by the 
late distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire, Mr. Styles Bridges. As 
chairman of the Republican policy com
mittee, Senator Bridges joined last year 
in sponsoring a forerunner of this legis
lation, S. 345, and in his statement to 
the Banking and Currency Committee 
during hearings on the bill, Senator 
Bridges said: ' · 

I trust that before this session of the Con
gress is concluded we shall be able to say that 
in the field of domestic problems one of the 
most aggravating and serious was that of 
mass transportation and that this Congress 
recognized it and passed legislation neces
sary to alleviate this important and critical 
problem. 

Were the Senator still with us today, I 
believe he would agree that the prob
lem remains most aggravating and seri
ous. I, too, hope that before the 87th 
session of Congress comes to a close, we 
will be able to say that we have passed 
legislation necessary to alleviate this 
important and critical problem. 

THE URBAN HIGHWAY PROGRAM 

To fully understand the critical im
portance of the urban transportation 
problem, it is necessary to examine the 
Federal interstate highway program. 
It seems to me that one of the most im
portant facts is that about $20 billion of 
the $41 billion program is scheduled for 
urban highway construction. For ex
ample, a total of $2. 7 billion in Federal 
aid has been authorized since 1953 for 
interstate highway construction proj
ects in the Washington metropolitan 
area. A total of $106 million has been 
authorized for the Cleveland metro-

politan area. In Boston the figure is 
$84 million. Atlanta is getting $78 mil
lion. Seattle is getting $61 million. 
For Los Angeles, $411 million. For 
Houston, $101 million. For Minneapolis, 
$124 million. And so on down the list 
of metropolitan and other urban areas 
across the country. 

Now this program of urban highway 
construction is vitally essential to meet 
a whole variety of needs-national de
fense, interstate commerce, the after
noon shopper, the traveling salesman, 
the doctor who must use his car; for the 
movement of truck freight in the metro
politan area, for countless commercial 
purposes, for visits to the suburban 
homes of friends, for weekend vacation 
travel, and for rush hour commutation 
of people who, because of the location of 
their homes or their place of work could 
never be adequately served by mass 
transportation service of any kind. · In 
addition urban highways will be neces
sary in many smaller and even large 
metropolitan areas to provide the right
of-way for express bus service where 
grade-separated transit is not feasible. 
The existence of the highways, of course, 
will not guarantee the provision of ade
quate express bus service, but they will 
make it physically possible. 

But despite the wide range of needs 
urban highways can and will serve, it is 
becoming increasingly clear that there 
is one mammoth problem that highways 
and automobiles alone cannot hope to 
meet, except at prohibitive cost or with
out profoundly changing the face and 
function of the metropolitan area, and 
in particular the central city. That is 
the morning and evening rush hour 
travel from home to work. 

And it is largely this 20-hour-a-week 
rush hour need that has forced the allo
cation of $20 billion of the $41 billion 
interstate program for urban highway 
construction. 

For example, here in Washington, a 
4-mile stretch of Shirley Highway is 
going to be widened from four to eight 
lanes at an estimated cost of $20 million. 
The reason is simply that this highway 
is a nightmare of traffic congestion 2 
hours in the morning and 2 hours at 
night. The rest of the day, the road 
operates at just over one-half of its 
practical capacity, which in turn is sub
stantially less than its maximum possible 
capacity. And at night you could al
most use the highway as an auxiliary 
landing strip for the National Airport. 

As another example, there are now six 
bridges crossing the Potomac, with two 
more on the way by 1965. All of these 
bridges are extremely overcrowded dur
ing rush hours, but even the most con
gested, Key Bridge, operates at about 
half capacity the rest of the day. 
Similar examples can be found in prac
tically every other urban area in the 
country. 

The point, of course, is not so much 
that our urban highways are underused 
except during rush hours, but the social 
and economic implications of attempting 
to meet · rush hour traffic demands ex
clusively, by highways and automobiles, 
especially where modern mass transpor
tation can provide a feasible alternative. 

URBAN HIGHWAY COSTS 

In the first place, urban highway con
struction is extremely expensive, aver
aging between $5 million and $20 million 
a mile in built-up areas. For example, 
the 15-mile inner loop proposed for the 
Nation's Capital will cost $300 million. 
In Philadelphia, a 22-mile highway 
along the Delaware River will also cost 
$300 million. In Boston, a 12-mile turn
pike into the downtown area will cost 
$180 million. And to build the proposed 
highway, scarcely more than a mile 
long, across lower Manhattan will cost 
$100 million. In contrast, this $100 mil
lion which will provide just a little more 
than 1 mile in Manhattan might provide 
50 miles or more of highway in the out
lying suburbs or around the metropolitan 
fringe or between cities where in the not 
distant future these highways will be 
badly needed and where people will be 
extremely dependent on their automo-· 
biles to get around. 

But the per-mile cost of highways in 
heavily built-up urban areas is not the 
only problem. After you build the high
way, it then becomes necessary to im
prove and widen the local street system 
to handle the cars pouring off the limited 
access artery. This, plus the highways 
themselves, creates tremendous prob
lems of family dislocation. As the Pres
ident noted in his message, the interstate 
highway program is displacing 15,000 
families and 1,500 businesses every year. 
I understand that this is about the same 
number as are being displaced by the 
urban renewal program. Then there is 
the loss of parks and trees along the 
street and other amenities so essential 
to a livable urban environment. Air pol
lution increases, and the city's tax base 
dwindles as tax ratable property is re
placed by nontaxable concrete and as
phalt. And when you get all through; 
you still have the gigantic problem of 
:finding places for all the cars to park
a job which is not only very expensive, 
but which also carves away the very com
mercial and cultural attractions that 
caused the demand for access in the first 
place. 

To give an indication of downtown 
parking costs, the Washington Post re
cently observed: 

The $2.46 million civic center garage · in 
Brooklyn, N.Y., provides space for 693 cars 
at a cost per space of about $3,556. The $4 
million Grand Circus Park garage in ,Detroit 
holds 1,125 cars at a cost per space of around 
$3,902. The $4.1 million Auditorium Plaza 
in Kansas City has room for 1,050 cars at a 
cost per space of $3,905. The $3.2 million 
Mellon Square garage in Pittsburgh has 
places for 890 cars at a cost of about $3,636 
per space. The $8.3 million Grant Park 
garage in Chicago has room for 2,100 cars at 
an average cost per space of about $3,952. 

And, of course, the prize example is 
the garage proposed right here on Capi
tol Hill which, as the distinguished sen
ior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] 
has pointed out, will cost $41.9 million 
for some 1,900 cars. This averages out 
to a handsome price of $22,08.9 per par~
ing space. 

Lastly, there is the -question of traffic 
control costs. Last fall New York City 
started a program to alleviate traffic 
congestion in the area of Manhattan 
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south of 20th Street. According to a re
port in the New York Times, the proj
ect "involves a central control room that 
receives reports of developing traffic con
gestion from policemen in 15 radio cars, 
15 men on motorcycles and 1 police heli
copter." 

It perhaps should be pointed out that 
there are more policemen working to re
duce traffic tie-ups in lower Manhattan 
than there are people in the entire Fed
eral Establishment working on the prob
lem of improving mass transportation 
throughout the country. 

CARS UP, TRANSIT DOWN 

But this is not the end of the story, 
because in the background are two trends 
which may well turn what is now a very 
serious problem into a full-scale crisis. 
One trend is the rapid rise in automobile 
ownership. At present there are about 
70 million registered vehicles in the 
United States. In 15 short ye~rs, this 
number is expected to rise to well over 
115 million, with most of the increase 
occurring in the metropolitan areas. In 
fact in many areas the cars are multi
plying faster than the people. In itself 
this is fine, but it could become a first
class catastrophe if, lacking any mass 
transportation alternative, it becomes 
necessary for more and more people to 
use those automobiles to get to and from 
work each day. 

And this possibility is becoming more 
and more likely because the other im
portant trend is the equally rapid decline 
and deterioration of mass transporta
tion service. In fact in the last 10 years, 
ridership on all forms of mass transpor
tation has declined 38 percent. 

However, it is important to point out 
that most of this decline has occurred 
during the offpeak hours and on week
ends. Rush-hour ridership has held up 
very well, and is turning upward in many 
areas. As a matter of fact, grade-sepa-
1·ated transit is beginning to show an 
absolute increase in ridership and bus 
ridership seems to be leveling off from 
its previous decline. 

PEOPLE WILL RIDE TRANSIT 

In the few areas where positive efforts 
have been made to improve transit serv
ice, the results have been very impressive 
indeed. 

The New Yoxk subway system, which 
is undertaking a modernization program, 
had an increase of 20 million riders last 
year over the year before. 

Several years ago, the Boston & Al
bany Railroad, down to about 3,000 riders 
a day on its Highland branch line, was 
petitioning strenuously to eliminate all 
1ts service. The Boston MTA took over 
the 11-mile line, linked it up with the 
subway system, turned it into a rapid 
transit-type operation, provided some 
fringe area parking, and now the line is 
pushing the figure of 30,000 riders a day, 
despite the fact that it does not operate 
on exclusive right-of-way. 

In 1959, Philadelphia, one of the real 
pioneer cities in the field of mass trans
portation, entered into a contract with 
the Pennsylvania Railroad to provide 
more frequent service at lower fares on 
a line running out to Chestnut Hill. 
This Operation Northwest, so-called, 

proved so successful, increasing ridership 
30 percent and reducing by 400 the num
ber of cars coming into the downtown 
area each day, that similar operations 
were instituted on other lines, and 
equally successful increases in ridership 
occurred. The program has been so suc
cessful, in fact, that the suburban coun
ties are becoming interested in joining 
with the city in extending the new im
proved service out beyond the city line. 
All told, the five experimental operations 
are now carrying 6.2 million riders a 
year-an increase of 44 percent in rider
ship over pre-Operation Northwest 
years. 

Chicago can point to two significant 
developments. The first being the al
most unprecedented phenomenon of a 
railroad making money on its commuter 
service, although I understand that re
cently the service has begun slipping 
back into the red with the opening of a 
parallel highway. The railroad is the 
Chicago & Northwestern, under the 

· aggressive and farsighted leadership of 
its chairman, Ben Heineman, who is pro
viding modern, clean, and courteous 
service to the commuter and an even 
more important service to the city of 
Chicago. The second development was 
the construction of a rapid transit line 
in the median strip of the Congress 
Street expressway. This line, which is 
operating at only 25 percent of capacity 
is already carrying more rush-hour traf
fic than the highway itself, which is 
operating at full capacity at rush hour. 

Thus, there is no question that mass 
transportation can and does provide an 
absolutely essential rush-hour service. 

WHY TRANSIT IS ESSENTIAL 

The reason this service is essential is 
simply that the alternative costs would 
be staggering, For example, the Ameri
can Municipal Association has estimated 
that if the five cities of New York, Chi
cago, Boston, Philadelphia, and Cleve
land were to lose just their rail commut
er service it would cost $31 billion with 
30-year, 4 percent financing to build the 
highways necessary to serve a compar
able number of people. 

And in addition to the direct alterna
tive costs, there would be all the in
direct but related social and economic 
costs that I discussed earlier. 

In study after study, the same con
clusions have been reached. 

Here in Washington, an extensive 
transportation survey found: 

By 1980, under a dominant transporta
tion system, 12 to 18 lanes would be re
quired to carry traffic from the Capitol to 
Wheaton. The Inner Loop would require 
14 lanes. Several other corridors would re
quire more than eight lanes. Not only would 
the cost be great but excessive damage would 
be done to residential communities and to 
the character of the central area of the Na
tion's Capital. These findings led to the 
conclusion that, in the absence of substan
tially improved public transit, the highway 
system needed to serve the projected traffic 
volumes is hardly feasible from the engi
neering standpoint, and is certainly out of 
the question from the viewpoint of desirable 
regional development. 

During Senate hearings on mass trans
portation legislation 2 years ago a 

1·epresentative of the Georgia Depart
ment of Commerce testified: 

In Atlanta, the northern portion of the 
expressway currently has 6 lanes, but has 
traffic sufficient to warrant 16 lanes. By 1970 
this need will have jumped to at least 36 
lanes. By no stretch of the imagination is 
it physically or financially possible to build 
such a facility. 

That is why, as the President put it, 
"Our national welfare requires the pro
vision of good urban transportation, with 
the properly balanced use of private 
vehicles and modern mass transport." 

That is why we must have transit as 
well as highways, using each to their 
gi·eatest natural advantage. 

THE PROBLEM 

The problem, however, is twofold. 
In the first place, pTivate bus, transit 

and rail carriers are finding it increas
ingly difficult to break even, much less 
make a profit, on a 20-hour-a-week basis. 
And if they cannot break even, they can
not stay in business. The railroads are 
especially burdened with heavy capital 
costs for facilities and equipment. But 
even bus companies are plagued by simi
lar problems, as illustrated by the diffi
culties of the Fifth Avenue Coach Line 
in New York City, which is similar to 
problems faced by bus companies in 
hundreds of other cities across the coun
try, large and small. Caught in the 
squeeze of rising capital and operating 
costs, and declining patronage, the pri
vate carriers, bus and rail, must resort 
to raising fares, trimming service, and 
def erring maintenance-which simply 
drives away more riders, and accelerates 
the downward spiral. 

This may be all right from the stand• 
point of the carrier, but it deprives a 
large segment of our population, which 
does not have direct access to an auto
mobile, of an essential service, and of 
course it puts enormous strains on the 
community to provide alternative service. 

Parenthetically, it is worth noting that 
in 26 metropolitan centers with popula
tions of 500,000 or more, about 40 percent 
of the households do not own cars. To 
all the people who are too young, too old, 
too poor, or too infirm to have access to 
a car, mass transportation is quite 
important. 

The only solution to the downward 
spiral I have mentioned is the injection 
of public funds to bridge the financial 
gap standing between the transit car
riers and the needs of the community. 

THE FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY 

But at this point a second problem 
arises. When State or local govern
ments begin searching for an answer to 
a particular traffic problem, they are 
faced with the overwhelming powerful 
economic fact that in most cases they 
need put up only 10 percent of the cost 
for a highway solution. Whereas they 
must contemplate bearing 100 percent of 
the cost of a transit solution, whether it 
involves improving a rail line, buying a 
new fleet of buses, providing fringe area 
parking, establishing a downtown dis
tributor system or whatever. 

Obviously this situation is not con
ducive to the establishement of a. 
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balanced urban transportation system, 
utilizing transit where it is logically 
needed and using a highway where it is 
logically needed. 

There are, of course, a number of other 
teasons why this problem involves a: con
siderable measure of Federal respon
sibility. 

For one thing, the problem of provid
ing adequate mass transportation service 
has long ago spilled over local political 
jurisdictions. In fact it has spilled over 
a good many State boundaries. Some 53 
of our 200-odd metropolitan areas either 
border on or cross over State lines. The 
financial difficulties of the State and 
local governments are even more acute 
than the jurisdictional difficulties. Most 
of our cities are faced with rising service 
costs and declining tax bases. State and 
local debt has risen 15 times faster than 
Federal debt since the war. 

And finally there is the very great na
tional importance of traffic congestion. 
It has been estimated that traffic jams 
cost the Nation about $5 billion a year 
in time and wages lost, extra fuel con
sumption, faster vehicle depreciation, 
lower downtown commercial sales, lower 
taxes, and so ·forth. It is also clear that 
traffic congestion discourages private in
vestment in central cities, and thereby 
makes the task of urban renewal that 
much more difficult and costly. The 
former mayor of Philadelphia, for exam
ple, testified last year that Philadelphia 
businessmen told him that they would be 
willing to invest $500 million to $600 mil
lion over their present plans if they had 
some assurance that something would be 
done about traffic congestion. Officials 
of a nonprofit organization here in 
Washington called Downtown Progress, 
who are attempting to revitalize the 
downtown area, have frequently stated 
that the key to their efforts is the con
struction of the proposed rapid transit 
system. 

Traffic congestion also adds to the cost 
of moving freight in the metropolitan 
area, because trucks have to compete 
for clogged street space with the auto
mobile. Who knows how many truck 
drivers simply park on the outskirts of 
the metropolitan area and wait until the 
rush hour is over? Those who do come 
straight in are faced with incessant stops 
and starts, which are not only time con
suming but extremely expensive. I un
derstand that some trucking firms have 
set up depots at the fringe of the metro
politan areas, where truck loads are 
divided into smaller vehicles which can 
maneuver more quickly and easily in 
traffic congestion. This, too, adds to the 
total cost we must all pay for our goods 
and materials. 

Safety is another factor. In fact it was 
one of the primary factors that led to 
president · of the Standard Oil Co. of 
California to endorse the ambitious San 
Francisco rapid transit program, because 
use of the highways during rush hours 
exceeded the limits of reasonable safety. 
And, of course, the more accidents that 
occur, the steeper the insurance premi
ums become. 

And last but not least there is the in
tense irritation and frustration I am 
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sure we have all felt when we get 
caught in a traffic jam. If for no other 
reason than to provide a little better 
peace of mind for the automobile com
muter, I believe this legislation is war
ranted. 

BENEFITS OF TRANSIT 

Looking at the other side of the coin 
for a minute, I firmly believe that a pro
gram of assistance to improve mass 
transportation service can significantly 
help alleviate traffic congestion and re
duce total urban transportation costs. At 
the same time, I am confident that any 
expenditure for mass transportation will 
more than pay for itself in many differ
ent ways. I mention Mayor Dilworth's 
testimony, and there is even more con
crete evidence of the beneficial effect of 
transit improvements on property values. 

Toronto is the only city in North Amer
ica actively engaged in the construction 
of a rapid transit system at the present 
time. In 5 years since the opening of 
the subway line there, assessed valua
tions along the route rose 17 percent 
more than in the city as a whole and 
this amounted to a difference of $88 
million in assessed valuation. With the 
same tax rate, the tax yield from this in
crease was $4 million, which was enough 
to amortize the annual debt service on 
the project. 

But I should emphasize that the ability 
of transit to improve property and com
mercial values is not limited by any 
nieans to the downtown areas of central 
cities. 

TRANSIT VITAL TO SUBURBS 

With proper planning, transit as well 
as highways can be as great a boon to 
the suburbs as to the central city. It 
can be a vital positive tool to help curb 
suburban sprawl, which profits no one, 
and help structure better patterns of 
suburban development. A good illustra
tion of how this might work can be seen 
in the year 2000 plans for the Washing
ton metropolitan area. 

In an effort to curb the present aim
less, haphazard and inordinately ex
pensive sprawl that characterizes cur
rent development at the fringe of this 
metropolitan area, the planners and offi
cials have recommended a so-called cor
ridor plan, with future development 
radiating out from the present fringe in 
five or six corridors, separated by wedges 
of open space. More compact and eco
nomical development in the corridors 
would be encouraged by placing high
speed rapid transit and highways down 
the centers of the corridors, like spokes 
on a wheel, tying the suburbs to the 
central city. With this kind of develop
ment, suburban officials might have 
some hope of providing necessary school, 
utility, police, and other community 
services at considerably less cost than 
·would be possible under a pattern of 
widely scattered, low-density develop
ment. And with these rapid transit and 
highway arteries, industry locating out 
in the corridors could be assured of ac
cess to a labor market throughout the 
metropolitan area. 

I think it is important to point out 
that the bulk of the population increase 
is occurring and will continue to occur 

in the outlying portions of the metro
politan area, and it is increasing much 
too fast for the central cities to cope 
with anything but a small fraction of it. 
And with the population .increase will 
come commerce, industry, and public 
services of all kinds. 

This fact, combined with the growing 
capacity of residential, commercial, and 
industrial developers to lay out whole 
new communities in one fell swoop, offer 
unparalleled opportunities to coordi
nate transit and highway systems with 
these land-use developments to create 
new suburban environments with .a 
vastly higher level of diversity, variety, 
comfort, efficiency, productivity, and at
tractiveness than we have ever been able 
to achieve before. 

This is why highways should not be 
the sole concern of the highway engi
neer and why transit should not be the 
sole concern of the transit ope·rator. 
There is a great challenge here as well 
to those who are vitally concerned with 
housing, urban renewal, community fa
cilities and the urban environment gen
erally to achieve the kind of urban so
ciety commensurate w1th 20th century 
standards. 

PROBLEM OF THE SMALL TOWNS 

Mr. President, my comments so far 
have been directed primarily to the 
medium- and larger-sized urban areas. 
But it would be a mistake to conclude 
that mass transportation is a problem 
of concern only to those larger areas. 
Part of the problem is that the larger 
cities usually command more national 
publicity, But I recently came across an 
editorial from the Fairmont, W. Va. 
Times. The editorial, commenting on 
a fare increase by the local bus com
pany, noted that "more than 100 bus 
companies have been forced out of busi
ness in West Virginia within a little more 
than 10 years. Only 28 are still in 
operation, counting both city and subur
ban lines. Between 1955 and 1959 alone, 
the number of passengers hauled on 
West Virginia local lines dropped 35.3 
percent." 

What has happened in West Virginia 
has been happening throughout the 
country. 

The American Transit Association, 
which represents about 80 percent of all 
the bus and transit service in the United 
States, compiled statistics showing that 
exactly 145 transit companies have com
pletely abandoned service since 1954. 
The figure is much larger for the period 
going back to the end of World War II. 
These abandonments have occurred in 
such cities and towns as Little Rock, 
Ark.; Alhambra, Calif.; Denver, Colo.; 
Middletown, Conn.; Pocatello, Idaho; 
Kankakee, Ill.; Wichita, Kans.; Hanni
bal, Mo.; Great Falls, Mont.; Tulsa, 
Okla.; and so on down the list. 

In addition, another 150 companies 
have been sold in the same period, for 
a total of about 350 companies sold or 
abandoned since 1954. In some of the 
cities, the service has been restored, but 
almost invariably at a greatly reduced 
level, accompanied by higher fares and 
reduced wages. In 83 cases no replace
ment has been made at all. 
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The American Transit Association es
timates that there are about 60 cities of 
25,000 population or more which have 
no public transportation service at all. 
Many of our smaller cities and towns 
are experiencing rapid rates of growth, 
and they are beginning to taste the first 
bitter fruits of traffic congestion. But 
growing rapidly or not, these cities and 
towns all have a sizable portion of their 
residents who -have been seriously in
convenienced by the loss of public trans
portation service. And, of course, there 
is always a need for standby or emer
gency public transportation service. 

This legislation is designed to help as
sist in the solution of mass transporta
tion problems wherever they occur, in 
large cities or in small, and I believe 
the legislation will be equally beneficial 
to both. 

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 

Without going over the bill section by 
section, I would like to comment on a few 
major provisions of the bill. The legis
lation places primary reliance on grant 
assistance, supplemented by the existing 
loan program. There are several rea
sons for this. In the first place, any ef
fort to meet the problem exclusively 
with a direct loan program would involve 
a much more serious impact on the Fed
eral budget than the proposed matching 
grant program. In the second place, 
many highly desirable projects that 
might be assisted would not be suffi
ciently self-supporting to make a loan 
useful and would require a grant to fill 
the gap. Thirdly, a large direct loan 
program would tend to preempt rather 
than encourage private commercial in
vestment, which is absolutely essential to 
the success of this program. 

It is important here to describe how 
the grant program would work. In gen
eral, it would be similar to the urban 
renewal grants. In other words, the 
grants would be designed to trigger the 
desired private investment. They would 
not apply to the total cost of the project, 
just as the urban renewal grants are 
limited to the cost of reducing the price 
of land to the point where private re
development becomes financially pos
sible. 

In this case, the Federal grant would 
share only two-thirds of the net project 
cost-that is, that part of the project 
cost which cannot be :financed from 
revenues. 

To give an actual, and I believe typical 
example, the Delaware River Port Au
thority recently received approval to be
gin construction of a 12-mile rapid 
transit line between Philadelphia and 
the Camden suburbs. This project will 
cost about $50 million. One-half the 
cost, or $25 million, will be covered by 
the issuance of bonds supported by the 
estimated revenue of the system. The 
port authority is making a grant of the 
remaining $25 million out of its surplus 
funds. 

If those surplus funds had not been 
available, the project might have been 
financed by a Federal grant of $16.5 mil
lion and a State or local grant of $8.5 
million and the grants could be further 
spread over the construction period, 
which is usually several years. 

Thus the Federal grant would not be 
two-thirds of $50 million, but two-thirds 
of $25 million. I believe, therefore, that 
the amounts requested in this bill, while 
by no means excessive in terms of the 
magnitude of the job to be done, will be 
adequate to stimulate an enormous 
amount of progress throughout "the 
country in a field I believe is in urgent 
need of help. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a sec
tion-by-section analysis of the bill. 

There being no objection, the section
by.:section analysis was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF URBAN 

MASS TRANSPORTATION BILL OF 1962 
SECTION 1 

Short title: Section 1 of the bill would 
provide that it may be cited as the "Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1962." 

SECTION 2 

Findings and purpose: Section 2 (a) of 
the bill contains a finding by the Congress 
which describes the increasing concentration 
of the Nation's population in urban areas, 
which generally include several local juris
dictions and often extend into two or more 
States. It would declare that the deteriora
tion or inadequate provision of urban 
transportation facilities, intensified traffic 
congestion, and the lack of coordinated 
transportation and other development plan
ning is jeopardizing the welfare and vitality 
of urban ~reas, the satisfactory movement 
of people and goods within such areas, and 
the effectiveness of housing, urban renewal, 
highway, and other federally aided programs. 

Subsection (b) of this section would state 
that the purposes of the act are ( 1) to assist 
in the development of improved mass trans
portation facilities, equipment, techniques, 
and methods; (2) to encourage the planning 
and establishment of areawide urban mass 
transportation systems needed for economi
cal and desirable urban development; and 
(3) to provide assistance to State and local 
governments and instrumentalities thereof 
in financing such systems, to be operated by 
public or pr:vate agencies as determined by 
local needs. 

SECTION 3 

Federal financial assistance: Section 3 of 
the bill would authorize the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator to make grants 
or loans, subject to limitations in the bill, 
to assist local public bodies in financing the 
acquisition and improvement of mass trans
portation facilities and equipment, These 
could be used in urban mass transportation 
service or in coordinating such service with 
other urban transportation. Terminal 
fac111tles, rights-of-way (but not public high
ways) , buses and other rolling stock, and 
other needed real or personal property 
would be eligible for assistance. The loan 
authority in this section would be limited 
to the unused amount of the present $50 
million mass transportation loan authority. 

Although an applicant for a loan or a 
grant under this section would have to be 
a public body, it would not have to operate 
the transit facilities and equipment itself. 
The applicant could, for example, acquire 
buses and lease them to a private transit 
company, or it could contract with the 
private transit company for the company 
itself to acquire the buses and operate them 
according to an agreed-upon program. Title 
to such buses could remain in some cases in 
the hands of a third party, such as in an 
equipment trust transaction. 

In all cases, however, the applicant public 
body would have to have satisfactory con
tinuing control over the use of the property 
acquired or improved and, together with 

any private transit company or other as
sociated parties, would have to have satis
factory legal, financial, and technical capac
ity to carry out the proposed project. 

Also, the Federal assistance could not be 
used .for operating subsidies. An assisted 
project would have to consist of the pro
vision of new, or the improvement of exist
ing, transit facilities and equipment. 

SECTION 4 

Long-range program: Section 4 of the bill 
would set forth the terms and conditions 
regularly applying to the loans and grants 
authorized under section 3. Except as pro
vided in the emergency program described 
below under section 5, no such loan or grant 
could be provided unless the Housing Ad
ministrator determines that the facilities 
and equipment for which the assistance is 
sought are needed for carrying out a pro
gram, meeting criteria established by him, 
for a unified or officially coordinated urban 
transportation system as a part of the com
prehensively planned development of the 
urban area. 

This does not mean that such a program 
has to set forth a specific schedule for a 
series of detailed projects, which together 
would comprise a complete transportation 
system for the urban area. Urban planning 
and development, especially in metropolitan 
areas where many jurisdictions may be in
volved, is inevitably very complex and must 
be carried on as a continuing and evolving 
process. It does mean, however, that a 
transportation plan must have been pre
pared which sets forth the basic framework 
of the highway network and the mass trans
portation system needed for the urban area, 
that the proposed project is needed for this 
mass transportation system, that there is 
a program for the establishment of the 
system, and that the system will be ad
ministered either by one agency or by of
ficially coordinated agencies. Also, the pro
posed transportation plan itself must have 
been prepared by an organization, or of
ficially coordinated organizations, carrying 
on a continuing areawide program of com
prehensive planning, under which compre
hensive plans for the urban area have 
already been prepared in sufficient detail to 
provide a satisfactory basis for the highway 
and mass transportation plans. 

Section 4(a) of the bill would authorize 
the immediate appropriation of $100 million 
for grants under section 3 of the bill for 
fiscal 1963, $200 million for fiscal 1964, and 
$200 million for fiscal 1965. Advance or 
progress payments could be made on account 
of any such grant. 

Where the planning and organizational re
quirements described above are met, section 
4(a) of the bill would authorize the Housing 
Administrator to provide Federal grants in 
accord with a formula which is designed to 
take into consideration the availability of 
revenues to meet debt service on proposed 
projects, and is also designed to require the 
locality itself to provide a matching grant in 
addition to any revenue financing for the 
project. These Federal and local grants 
would be based on the net project cost of the 
project, defined as that portion of project 
cost which the Housing Administrator ascer
tains cannot reasonably be financed from 
revenues. A Federal grant could be made 
for up to two-thirds of this net project cost. 

The locality would be required to provide 
the remainder of the net project cost from 
sources other than Federal funds and-by 
the definition of "net project cost"-other 
than anticipated revenues. This would ordi
narily be done through the issuance of bonds 
based on the taxing powers of the local 
government, transit authority, or other local 
public body. If this local contribution were 
later reduced by the use of surplus project 
revenues then a corresponding refund would 
have to be made to the Federal Government 
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in -the-same proportion as the original Fed
eral and local grant. Surplus project rev
enues could instead be used to reduce fares 
or increase service, if the locality so chose. 

Section 4(b) of the bill would specify that, 
where the planning and organizational re
quirements described above have been met, 
loans may be made under section 3 of the 
bill subject to the same restrictions and lim
itations (set forth in section 202(b) of the 
Housing Amendments of 1955) that apply 
to the present temporary mass transporta
tion loan program. These provisions estab
lish the interest rate according to a formula 
which presently produces a rate of up to 3% 
percent, permit loans to be amortized over 
40 years, provide for deferral of up to 50 
percent of the interest on a loan for up to 
10 years in certain cases, specify that loans 
shall be made only where financing is not 
otherwise available on reasonable terms, and 
require that the loans be of such sound value 
or so secured as reasonably to assure repay
ment. Pie unobligated balance of the $50 
million authorization for loans under the 
present temporary mass transportation loan 
program would be made available, without 
expiration date, solely for loans under section 
3 of this bill. 

Section 4(b) would also specify that such 
loans are to be available only for projects for 
which no Federal grant is made under sec
tion 3. It is expected that, in the case of 
projects for which there are matching Fed
eral and local grants, those grants would 
be made sufficiently large to provide the 
coverage necessary for the revenue-based 
portion of the financing to be obtained on 
reasonable terms in the private market. Fed
eral loans would therefore be authorized only 
for projects which can be entirely financed 
from revenues, without any Federal and 
local grants. 

SECTION 5 

Emergency program: Section 5 of the bill 
would provide that, until July 1, 1965, loans 
and grants could be made under section 3 
of the bill in emergency situations even 
though certain of the regular planning re
quirements in section 4 had not been met. 
These emergency loans and grants could be 
made where ( 1) the program for the develop
ment of a unified or officially coordinated 
urban transportation system is under active 
preparation although not yet completed, as 
req·..iired by section 4; (2) the facilities and 
equipment for which the assistance is sought 
can reasonably be expected to be required 
for such a system; and (3) there is an ur
gent need for their preservation or provision. 
An example of such a situation would be 
where adequate land-use and other com
prehensive development plans have not yet 
been prepared for an urban area or where a 
general urban transportation plan for the 
area, coordinated with such development 
plans, has not been completed, but the pro
posed project would assist an existing trans
portation system which in all probability 
will continue to be needed and which is in 
urgent danger of losing needed rights-of-way 
or in urgent need of modernization. Emer
gency loans would be made under the same 
terms and conditions as regular loans, in
cluding the prohibition against a loan for 
a project receiving a grant. 

The emergency Federal grants would be 
for one-half rather than two-thirds of net 
project cost. In the case of such an emer
gency grant, the local contribution would 
therefore have to be one-half of net project 
cost. However, if a project did meet the 
full planning requirement within 3 years 
from the time of such a grant, section 5 pro
vides that the project would then qualify 
for an additional grant equal to the differ
ence between a two-thirds grant and a one
half grant-Le., an additional grant of one
sixth of net project cost. 

The same proportional refund provisions 
would apply to these grants a_s to a regular 
two-thirds grant. 

SECTION 6 

· Res-earch, development, and demonstration 
projects: Section 6 of the· bill would author
ize a research, development, and demonstra
tion program for all phases of urban mass 
transportation. Demonstration grants could 
be provided under the new program without 
the present restrictions against grants for 
over two-thirds of project cost or for major 
long-term capital improvement. Research 
and demonstration projects could also be 
carried on directly by the Administrator, or 
through other Federal agencies, public or 
private institutions, or individuals, as ap
propriate. The unobligated balance of the 
present $25 million demonstration grant au
thority would be made available to finance 
such projects, plus up to $30 million of the 
new $500 million grant authority under sec
tion 3. 

In carrying out these provisions the Ad
ministrator would be authorized to request 
and to receive any appropriate data or in
formation, from public or private sources. 

SECTION 7 

Relocation requirements and payments: 
Section 7(a) of the bill would require, for 
any project assisted with a loan · or grant 
under section 3, that an adequate relocation 
program is being carried on for families dis
placed by the project, and that an equal 
number of decent, safe, and sanitary dwell
ings are being provided in areas of compa
rable desirability and convenience, at prices 
which the displaced families can afford. 

Section 7(b) of the bill would authorize 
relocation payments to individuals, families, 
business concerns, and nonprofit organiza
tions displaced from · projects assisted with 
a loan or a grant under section 3. No local 
contribution would be required for these 
grants. They would be :financed from the 
Federal grant funds authorized to be appro
priated in section 4 of the bill. These pay
ments would cover otherwise uncompensated 
reasonable and necessary moving expenses 
and actual direct losses of property except 
goodwill or profit. Payments could be up to 
$200 in the case of an individual or family 
and could be for a fixed amount. Payments 
could be for up to $3,000 (or, if greater, the 
total certified actual moving expenses) in 
the case of a nonprofit organization or busi
ness concern. 

SECTION 8 

Coordination of Federal assistance for 
highways and for mass transportattion facil
ities: Section 8 of the bill would provide 
that the Housing Administrator and the 
Secretary of Commerce shall consult on gen
eral urban transportation policies and pro
grams and shall exchange information on 
proposed projects in urban areas. 

SECTION 9 

Interstate compacts to implement compre
hensive urban planning: Section 9 of the 
bill would amend section 701{b) of the 
Housing Act of 1954 to broaden the advance 
congressional consent now provided in that 
subsection for interstate compacts or other 
agreements relating to urban development. 
Section 701(b) now provides only- for the 
establishment of agencies or for other 
cooperative interstate efforts relating to com
prehensive planning. The proposed amend
ment would provide also for the establish
ment of agencies or for other cooperative 
efforts in carrying out mass transportation 
or other urban development programs. 

SECTION 10 

General provisions: Section 1_0 (a) of the 
bill would apply,_ to activities carried on 
under this bill, certain administra.tive_ pr_o
visions _fo~nd in seqtion 402 of the Housing 
Act of 1950. These _include_ the p_rev_ailing 
wage and overtime provisions JI:\ section 
402(b) of that act, under which· prevailing 
wages, as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor in accord with the Davis-Bacon Act, 
and time-and-a-half for overtime, would- be 

required . to-be -paid to all laborers -and me
c:hanics employed on projects assisted under 
this bill. 

Section lo"(b) of the bill would-
1. Define "States" to mean the several 

States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the terri
tories and possessions of the United States; 

2. Define "local public bodies" to include 
municipalities and other political subdivi
sions of States; public agencies and instru
mentalities of one or more States, 
municipalities, and political subdivisions of 
States; and public corporations, boards, and 
commissions established under the laws of 
any State; and 

3. Define "Administrator" to mean the 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator. 
· Section lO(c) of the bill would set forth 

a general authorization for appropriations 
of funds necessary to carry out all functions 
under the act, with the exception of loans 
under section 3, which are to be :financed 
through the eXisting Treasury borrowing 
authority. Funds appropriated for other 
than administrative expenses would remain 
available until expended. 

COMMERCIAL SPACE SATELLITE 
COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on 
March 29, 1962, the Senate Subcommit
tee on Antitrust. and Monopoly began 
hearings on the antitrust and monopoly 
aspects of the various proposals to estab
lish a commercial space satellite com
munications system. 

Our opening witness was the distin
guished senior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
YARBOROUGH] who made one of the most 
brilliant statements that I have heard 
in a long time. He explained in clear 
and concise language the many consid
erations that should be thoroughly 
studied before any decision is made to 
give away hundreds of millions of dol
lars of the taxpayers' money to a pri
vate monopoly. 

I ask unanimous consent that his 
statement be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR RALPH YARBOROUGH 

BEFORE THE SENATE ANTITRUST AND MO
NOPOLY SUBCOMMITTEE ON SPACE SATEL
LITE COMMUNICATIONS 

Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear 
be;l'ore this distinguished subcommittee this 

· morning as it begins another in its great 
series of inquiries in behalf of the public 
interest. I think it entirely appropriate 
that this Antitrust and Monopoly Subcom
mittee should begin to g~ther evidence on 
the monopoly implications of the great new 
potential business of communications by 
earth satellites. We are at the brink of an
other great forward step in communications 
technology; now is the time to determine 
to what extent we wish Government policies 
to encourage true American business com
petition in this new enterprise. Let me 
stress that this is a new venture, a turning 
point, af:! were the Panama Canal, or the 
Atomic Energy Commission in their incep
tion. We have here no established pattern 
either of Government ownership or private 
ownership that should be followed; instead 
we must rationally determine the best 
course, and fqllow , it._ 

ONLY ONE SYSTEM 

_ Technical and economic factors indicate 
that for the foresef,¼able Juture ther~ .will 
be only one sat~llite communications system 
for commercial use. For this reason it is 
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inevitable that there will be a national 
monopoly in the field of satellite commu
nications. It must be borne in mind that 
we are not confronted with a choice between 
Government ownership and private com
petitive free enterprise. The question 
which Congress must decide is whether we 
are to have a satellite system owned and 
operated by the Government for the benefit 
of all the people or whether we are going 
to turn this vast potential resource over to 
a private monopoly to be operated primarily 
for the financial benefit of a relatively small 
segment of the population-a favored few. 

Let me emphasize here that the ques
tion is not one of being for or against the 
participation of the existing communica
tions companies and equipment manu
facturers in this great technological venture. 
We will need their help, their great tech
nical competence and experience, to obtain 
the maximum benefits from a communica
tions satellite system. We will welcome 
their partnership as they freely compete for 
business, but the question is who will have 
economic control, who will reap the cream 
of the returns on the major investments 
already made and to be made. 

GOVERNMENT INVESTMENT 

A workable satellite communications sys
tem is possible only because of vast ex
penditures of taxpayers dollars. By the end . 
of fiscal 1968 NASA and the Department of 
Defense will have spent more than $470 
million on satellite communications alone. 
Estimates of the cost to the taxpayers of 
our space program to date run as high as 
$25 billion. Without these billions that have 
been spent on the space program, our com
munications technology would be of little 
value. 

John H. Rubel, Assistant Secretary o:f 
Defense, has said: 

"About 90 percent, I would say, of the 
problem associated with the communications 
satellite system really doesn't have much to 
do with communications, Mr. Chairman. It 
has to do with launch vehicles, it has to do 
with spacecraft that you put into orbit, 
it has to do with controlling those space
craft when they are up there in orbit, it has 
to do with the life of electronic and me
chanical equipment in space. All of these 
are technologies and techniques that are 
being developed by the Department of De
fense, partly as part of our communications 
satellite efforts, but not exclusively so • • • 
I just can't imagine that this kind of ef
fort could successfully be undertaken by 
any organization other than both the NASA 
and the Department of Defense." 

There has been some confusion as to the 
role played by private companies in the 
financing of research in the field of space 
communications. So that there can be no 
mistake on this matter, I would like to re
fer to a recent statement of Dr. E. C. Welsh, 
Executive Secretary of NASA. He stated: 

"The taxpayers have financed in excess of 
90 percent of this space communication 
competence." 

Regardless of any decision which may be 
made relating to ownership the Government 
will continue to carry out research and de
velopment that is essential to a satellite 
communications system. James E. Webb, 
NASA Administrator, recently testified as 
follows: 

"It is contemplated that the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration will 
continue to do active research and develop
ment on the technology involved in using 
communications satellites and the tie-in 
with communications satellite systems. 

"The (communications) industry is not 
capable o:f doing the research that we do. 
For instance, these boosters are very ex
pensive, and the only way you really find 
out if equipment works ls to send it on a 
rocket out and put it up and work it." 

U.S. expenditures on our space program 
for the next 10 years are expected to be in 
the range of $85 billion, including our proj
ect to put a man on the moon. And even 
the space research involved in our moon 
shot will be directly related to our under
standing of space communications problems. 

Clearly the American people as a whole 
have supplied most of the investment for 
making satellite communications possible. 
Advocates of private ownership have ex
pressed views that members of the general 
public, having made the program possible, 
should now be allowed to invest additional 
money in a private corporation in order to 
share in the profits of a satellite system. 
The logic of this limited view escapes me. 
It is my belief that all the American tax
payers who have contributed so much al
ready should receive thf' benefits of their 
investment automatically and directly. 

GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 

The Government will be deeply involved 
in the operations of this satellite system. 
Under both plans proposing private owner
ship the Government still would be required 
to-

1. Furnish launch vehicles. 
2. Launch the satellites and provide launch 

crew and associated services. 
8. Consult with the private corporation re

garding technical specifications for satellites 
and ground stations and in determining the 
number and location of such facilities. 

4. Coordinate continuing governmental re
search and development with the activities 
of the private corporation. 

5. Insure that the satellite system estab
lished is technically compatible with exist
ing facilities with which it will interconnect. 

6. Insure that present and future access 
to the system on an equitable and nondis
criminatory basis is made available to all 
authorized communications carriers. 

7. Preserve competition in the field of sup
plying goods and services to the corporation. 

8. Supervise any change in the internal 
structure of the private corporation. 

9. Insure that opportunities are provided 
for foreign participation in the system. 

10. Insure that the corporation provides 
communication services to areas of the world 
where such services may be uneconomical, 
if it is determined that providing such serv
ices would be in the national interest. 

11. Regulate the ratemaking process. 
The plan advocating the more widespread 

ownership also provides for extensive State 
Department supervision of foreign negotia
tions. 

With so much essential governmental in
volvement, why should the system be turned 
over to a private monopoly? 

ONE . COMPANY DOMINANCE 

If a private corporation is created to own 
the satellite system, it will be dominated by 
A.T. & T. Senator KEFAUVER has appropri
ately described the position of A.T. & T. 
among the communications carriers as that 
of an elephant dancing among the chickens. 
But this ls no ordinary elephant we are deal
ing with. This is a very, very large elephant. 
It has assets of approximately $25 billion; 
equal to those of General Motors, Standard 
Oil of New Jersey, and United States Steel 
combined. Twenty-five billion dollars, an 
amount equal to one-twentieth the gross 
national product of the entire United States 
or one-twelfth of our total national debt. 

I make these comments not out of preju
dice against this company, or the individuals 
who run it; I am sure they endeavor to 
operate in the public interest so far as their 
nature as an organization operated for profit 
will permit. But however benign this near 
monopoly, we cannot rationally expect them 
to act other than in the historic economic 
pattern of monopoly. 

Under the plan which limits ownership 
to communications carriers, dominance by 

this corporate giant is clearly inevitable. 
Its size alone would be sufficient to insure 
dominance, but there are additional fac
tors. First, it will be the major commercial 
user of the system. Second, the other car
riers are dependent on this corporation for 
oversea and other long-distance cables. 

An alternative plan relies on the possi
bility of broader participation in the owner
ship in the hope of avoiding this dominance. 
The hope is illusory. As a technical mat
ter there is nothing in the proposal to in
sure that there will be widespread private 
ownership. Dr. Welsh, Executive Secretary 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Coun
cil, has testified that the communications 
carriers are expected to put up the biggest 
part of the necessary investment. Mr. 
Nicholas Katzenbach, of the Department of 
Justice, pointed out that there is no as
surance that money will be forthcoming in 
substantial amounts from sources other than 
the carriers. He stated that if this is the 
case "the carriers will in fact control the 
corporation with token investments in class 
A stock and make the bulk of their invest
ment in class B, or in some other securities 
which are issuable under section 304(c) of 
the bill. Under these circumstances the ad
ministration proposal would result in sub
stantially the organizational form proposed 
by the Kerr bill, and supported by the tele
phone companies." 

The problem ls still deeper. Assuming as 
we must that the carriers will put up a sub
stantial portion of the investment needed 
by any private satellite corporation, wide
spread distribution of the remaining stock
ownership would merely facilitate control 
of the corporation by a smaller percent of 
the ownership interest. 

It is highly probable that the single largest 
investing carrier would be capable of dom
inating a private satellite corporation even 
without a single director on the board. This 
would be possible because of (1) its power 
to supply and withhold necessary invest- · 
ment funds, (2) its extensive use of the sys
tem, and (8) the dependence of other car
riers on this giant monopoly. 

Thus, the alternative plan does not escape 
the problem of dominance by a single private 
monopoly. It is impossible to avoid the 
problem under any plan where the satellite 
system is owned by a private corporation. 

If the satellite system is to be put on a 
sound economic basis, it must operate at 
or near capacity. In statements advocating 
ownership of a private corporation in pro
portion to use, Mr. Dingman, executive vice 
president of A.T. & T. commented on the 
extent of his company's use as follows: 

"We would figure that on a usage basis we 
would have to put up 75 t.o 80 percent of the 
investment of the satellite." 

If that corporation were to withhold its 
use of the system, relying instead on its 
own fac111ties, a private satellite corporation 
would necessarily have to charge rates so 
high that users of the satellite system would 
not be able to compete with it. This is en
tirely possible, for the FCC has no power to 
require any carrier to use the satellites. 

A Government corporation, with the public 
interest as its primary motivation, would be 
able to set rates to insure immediate utili
zation and maximum long range efficiency. 
Under Government ownership, the satellite 
system can be operated in a way that will 
stimulate competition in the communica
tions industry. If the Government owns 
and operates the system, it can lease the 
facilities to all communications carriers on 
an equitable and nondiscriminatory basis, 
thus making for vigorous competition among 
the communications carriers. 

This would accord with our historical at
tachment to competitive principles and our 
deep-seated hostility toward monopoly. We 
should avoid any step that would lead to 
the establishment of a system of monopoly 
privilege and the eventual eroding away of 
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national sovereignty. A very considerable 
amount of competition is possible here and 
it ls my firm · belief that we should make 
all practical use of competition. That is the 
real way to have free enterprise. 

PROCUREMENT 

The satellite system will have to buy 
enormous amounts of equipment. Most of 
the communications carriers, who are the 
major prospective investors in the private 
corporation, are in the business of manu
facturing and supplying such equipment. 

Under private ownership, the equipment 
suppliers who own stock in the other cor
poration will almost inevitably tend to favor 
their own interests in supplying the satel
lite corporation. If ownership is limited to 
the carriers, as proposed under one plan, 
there will be little opportunity for competi
tion is supplying equipment to the satellite 
corporation. Chairman Newton Minow of 
the FCC has stated that "the danger of 
such abuses is also inherent in unrestricted 
ownership." 

FCC regulation of a private monopoly is 
inadequate protection in this area since the 
FCC is not experienced in insuring competi
tive bidding. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

It is essential that a truly global com
munications system be developed and made 
operational at the earliest possible date. 
Moreover, we must continue to advance the 
frontiers of scientific knowledge and make 
maximum use of new discoveries as soon 
as they are available. Any private monop
oly will have an inherent conflict of in
terest in the rapid development and expan
sion of the satellite system. Under the 
domination of a single large corporation 
there will be a natural tendency for the pri
vate satelllte corporation to delay the in
troduction of technology that would render 
huge investments in existing equipment 
obsolete. This is normal behavior for a pri
vate monopoly, and the problem exists no 
matter how widespread the ownership may 
be. 

The fact that we have an efficient e,om
munications system in the United States to
day should ~ot be our only standard for 
judgment. If -we could have had a better 
system through the encouragement of com
petition in the field of equipment manufac
ture and supply or among the communica-

tions carriers themselves, we, as a nation, 
are poorer on two counts for not having it: 
First, the American people have been denied 
the advantages of an even better system; 
second, we have needlessly compromised our 
traditional belief in competition as the most 
efficient guiding force in a free economy. 

ANTITRUST VIOLATIONS AND EXEMPTIONS 

Both the plans proposing private owner
ship will result in a joint venture of com
panies that are currently supposed to be 
competing with each other. Through such 
a joint venture these companies presumably 
will be able to avoid competition with re
spect to their communications and manu
facturing activities related to the satellite 
corporation. 

As a matter of fact there appears to be 
good reason for believing that the only rea
son legislation is necessary to establish a 
private corporation to operate the satellite 
system is to grant an exemption from the 
antitrust laws to the communications car
riers. Testimony before the Senate Space 
Committee brought out the point that there 
is apparently nothing in existing law which 
would prevent a single private corporation 
from launching its own communications 
satellite. It would, of course, need a license 
from the FCC if it wanted to send messages 
in interstate commerce. There would be no 
need for special legislation to authorize the 
granting of an appropriate license. 

If Congress is being brought into the pic
ture simply for the purpose of conferring 
upon the communications carriers the privi
lege of engaging in anticompetitive behavior 
under governmental protection, the issue 
should be clearly presented and discussed 
in those terms. 

INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS 

International cooperation is inherent in 
satellite communications technology. From 
the beginning President Kennedy has 
pointed out the necessity of using the sys
tem to its fullest potential, including co
operation with other countries and the pro;. 
vision of services to economically less 
developed areas. The establishment of the 
system will require extensive negotiations 
with nations through the world on a multi
lateral basis. These negotiations will be 
very complex and can only be conducted at 
the intergovernmental level. 

It would be folly to delegate to a private 
monopoll'.' the duty of shaping and directing 

American foreign policy in this or any other 
area. 

CONCLUSION 

Two plans have been submitted to Con
gress which propose the establishment of a 
private monopoly. Although the two pro
posals differ somewhat in detail, they are 
essentially one and the same iri terms of the 
ultimate consequences. Justice Depart
ment officials have admitted that the status 
of the proposed private corporation under 
the antitrust laws is unclear. This problem 
requires study and consideration in order 
to clarify the issues. 

There is one issue, however, which is per
fectly clear now. If the communications 
satellite system is turned over to a private 
monopoly, it will constitute the biggest 
giveaway in the history of the United States. 

The profits from an investment of billions 
of taxpayer dollars will be channeled into 
the pockets of a relatively priviieged few. 
This shocking and unconscionable result cari 
be avoided by retaining ownership of the 
satellite system by the Government and 
ther~by insuring that the benefits will be 
available to all the people. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, April 5, 1962, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 270. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jeliza 
Prendic Milenovic; and 

S. 1934. An act for the relief of Mrs. Chow 
Chui Ha. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I move, pursuant to the 
previous order, that the Senate stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon on 
Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 22 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, pursuant · to the previous 
order, until Monday, April 9, 1962, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

How Far Can We Go? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HERMAN T. SCHNEEBELI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, April 5, 1962 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, the 
current hearings of the Ways and Means 
Committee on legislation intended to au
thorize more liberal trade agreements 
have brought forth many compelling 
arguments and illuminating statements 
on the importance of free trade upon 
the economy of the United States. · A 
point that we cannot overlook, and one 
that has also been emphasized in the 
hearings, is the danger of going too far 
and too fast at the risk of jeopardizing 
the economy of some industrial areas 
which already have suffered consider
ably through the competition of imports 

from nations which have the wage fac
tor decidedly in their favor. 

One of the most enlightening state
ments in this latter category has been 
made before the Ways and Means Com
mittee by our colleague, the Honorable 
JOHN S. MONAGAN, who represents the 
Fifth Congressional District of Connecti
cut. He has made the point, and I think 
it is an important one, that it appears 
the full brunt of a liberalized trade pro
gram is borne by districts like the one 
he represents, which is in the highly in
dustrialized Naugatuck Valley where 
rubber footwear, plumbers' brass goods, 
clocks, common pins, and bicycles have 
been produced in large quantities over 
the years by skilled workers who have 
come to recognize from experience the 
employment and economic problems 
created by reduced tariffs and increased 
imports. 

With permission to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD, I include at this point the 
statement made by Congressman MONA-

GAN on April 2, 1962, before the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

The statement follows: 
STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN 8. MONAGAN, DEMO~ 

CRAT, OF CONNECTICUT, BEFORE WAYS AND 
MEANS COMMITTEE CONCERNING H.R. 9900, 
APRIL 2, 1962 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for this op
portunity to appear in connection with H.R. 
9900. 

I applaud the objective of the administra
tion in seeking through this legislation to 
increase our trade with other nations of the 
world. Certainly, we want to stimulate that 
trade and to keep our allied nations eco
nomically sound and proof against Com
munist infiltration. 

At the same time, however, we should not 
liquidate our own industries in order to 
stimulate imports of foreign products. 

It is clear, therefore, that free trade can
not be considered in the abstract, but must 
be considered in relation to the peculiar 
conditions of cost and production in the in
dustries affected and the social effects of 
trade regulation. 
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